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DONATION OF SURPLUS GOVERNMENT PROPERTY TO 
VOLUNTEER FIRE-FIGHTING ORGANIZATIONS, AND 
FOR OTHER PURPOSES 


FRIDAY, AUGUST 1, 1958 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON DONABLE PROPERTY OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10 a. m., in room F-16, 
United States Capitol Building, Hon. John W. McCormack presiding. 

Present: Representatives John W. McCormack and Edwin H. 
May, Jr. 

Also present: Ray Ward, staff administrator, and Margaret O’Con- 
nor, clerk. 

Mr. McCormack. The subcommittee will come to order. 

Before proceeding, we will place in the record a list of individuals 
and organizations from whom communications were received. 

(The following list of individuals and organizations from whom 
communications were received in support of H. R. 7929 and related 
bills, in addition to the communications printed in full in these hear- 


ings, was ordered by the subcommittee to be inserted in the record of 
these hearings at this point:) 


Elkhart County Firemen’s Association, Indiana 

Chapin Volunteer Fire Department, Chapin, Ill. 

Northeast Arkansas Firemen Association, Harrisburg, Ark. 

Northeastern Pennsylvania Volunteer Firemen’s Federation, Simpson, Pa. 

Franklin Township Fire Chiefs Association, Somerset County, N. J. 

Broadway Fire Department, Broadway, N. J. 

Forrest City Fire Department, Forrest City, Ark. 

Sun Valley Volunteer Fire Department, Inc., Post Office Box 547, Sparks, Nev. 

Volunteer Fire Department, Van Buren, Ark. 

Factoryville Fire Co., Factoryville, Pa. 

Volunteer Fire Department, McCrory, Monticello, Jacksonville, Camden, and 
Fordyce, Ark. 

Volunteer Fire Department, Dover, Ark. 

Rogers Fire Department, Rogers, Ark. 

Volunteer Fire Department, Hope, Ark. 

Illinois Association of Fire Protection Districts, Prospect Heights, II. 

Community Firemen’s Association, Inc., Cook County, Ill. 

Berlin Volunteer Fire Co., No. 1, Tansboro Road, Berlin, N. J. 

Lenola Volunteer Fire Co., No. 1, Moorestown, N. J. 

Magnolia Fire Co., Evesham Avenue, Magnolia, N. J. 

South Bound Brook Fire Co., No. 1, South Bound Brook, N. J. 

West Chazy Fire Department, West Chazy, N. Y. 

The Delaware County Firemen’s Association, Lansdowne, Pa. 

Volunteer Firemen’s Association, Cambria County and Vicinity, Ebensburg, Pa. 

West Milford Volunteer Fire Co., No. 1, West Milford, N. J. 

Thorndale Volunteer Fire Co., Inc., Thorndale, Pa. 

Ridgefield Park Association of Exempt Firemen, Ridgefield Park, N. J. 








2 DONATION OF SURPLUS GOVERNMENT PROPERTY 


Lansdowne Volunteer Fire Association, No. 1, Lansdowne, Md. 
Monroe Hose Co., Monroeton, Pa. 

Friendship Fire Co., Linwood, Pa. 

Fame Fire Co., No. 2, Lewistown, Pa. 

Bethel Volunteer Fire Department, Inc., Bethel, Conn. 

Couthington Fire Department, Southington, Conn. 

Waterford Fire Co., No. 1, Inc., Waterford, Conn. 

Good Will Fire Co., No. 2, Chester, Pa. 

Castle Shannon Volunteer Fire Department, Castle Shannon, Pa. 
Phoenix Firemen’s Relief Association, Stroudsburg, Pa. 

The Relief Association of Fleetwood Volunteer Fire Co., No. 1, Fleetwood, Pa. 
Northeastern Pennsylvania Volunteer Firemen’s Federation, Carbondale, Pa. 
Pioneer Steam Fire Engine Co., No. 1, Ephrata, Pa. 

Columbia Hose, Hook & Ladder Co., No. 1, Bellevue, Pittsburgh, Pa. 
Lionville Fire Co., Lionville, Pa. 

Michigan Shores Volunteer Fire Department, Michigan City, Ind. 
Hauppauge Fire Department, Hauppauge, N. Y. 

Keystone Fire Co., Rehrersburg, Pa. 

Six County Firemen’s Association, Orwigsburg, Pa. 

West Lancaster Fire Co., No. 1, Lancaster, Pa. 

Krings Volunteer Fire Co., Johnstown, Pa. 

Lake Grove Rural Fire Protection District, Lake Grove, Oreg. 
Sellersville Fire Department, Sellersville, Pa. 

Kittaning Volunteer Fire Department, No. 4, Kittanning, Pa. 
Clearfield Fire Department, Clearfield, Pa. 

The West Chester Volunteer Firemen’s Relief Association, West Chester, Pa. 
Phoenix Hose, Hook & Ladder Co., No. 1, Phoenixville, Pa. 

Goodwill Hose Co., No. 5, Du Bois, Pa. 

The Delaware State Fire Chief's Association, Wilmington, Del. 
Lookout Fire Co., No.1, Pen Argyl, Pa. 

Volunteer Firemen’s Relief Association, Chester, Pa. 

Paoli Fire Co., Paoli, Pa. 

West Branch Firemen’s Association, Montoursville, Pa. 

Sewickley Township Volunteer Fire Co., No. 1, Herminie, Pa. 

Sun Valley Volunteer Fire Department, Inc., Reno, Nev. 
Middletown Fire Co., No. 1, Media, Pa. 

Perkasie Fire Co., No. 1, Perkasie, Pa. 

Cleona Fire Co., Cleona, Pa. 

Community Fire Co., Inc., Shipley-Linthicum Heights, Md. 
Protection Engine Co., Honesdale, Pa. 

Portage Volunteer Fire Co., Portage, Pa. 

Goshen Fire Co., West Chester, Pa. 

Citizens’ Fire Co., Palmyra, Pa. 

Irishtown Fire Co., New Oxford, Pa. 

North Jersey Volunteer Firemen’s Association, Inc., Wayne, N. J. 
Broomall Fire Co., Broomall, Pa. 

Andrew Mitchell Hose Co., No. 1, Carbondale, Pa. 

Arlington Volunteer Fire Co., North Versailles Township, Bast McKeesport, Pa. 
Union Fire Co., Oxford, Pa. 

Valley Forge Volunteer Fire Co., Valley Forge, Pa. 

The Original Fire Co., Zone No. 1, Fleetwood, Pa. 

Dewey Fire Co., Hellertown, Pa. 

New Jersey State Volunteer Firemen’s Association, Ridgefield Park, N. J. 
Geistown Volunteer Co., Johnstown, Pa. 

Clinton County Fire Advisory Board, Dannemora, N. Y. 

Ridley Park Fire Co., Ridley Park, Pa. 

Taos Volunteer Fire Department, Inc., Taos, N. Mex. 

Lakeland Volunteer Fire Department, Michigan City, Ind. 

Rush Volunteer Fire Department. Lawton, Pa. 

Stanford Hose Co., Corry, Pa. 

Powhatan Beach Volunteer Fire Co., Inc., Pasadena, Md. 

Bethel Township Hose Co., No. 1, Boothwyn, Pa. 

West Central Wisconsin Firemen’s Association, Black River Falls, Wis. 
Cochranville Volunteer Fire Co., Cochranville, Pa. 

Bessemer Volunteer Fire Co., Bessemer, Pa. 

Ross County Firemen’s Association, Ross County, Ohio. 

Millvale Volunteer Fire Department, Millvale, Pa. 
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Youngsville Volunteer Fire Department, Youngsville, Pa. 

Lost Acres Fire Department, Granby, Conn. 

Town of Guilford, Board of Selectmen, Guilford, Conn. 

Warehouse Point Hose Co., Warehouse Point, Conn. 

Drakeville Volunteer Fire Department, Torrington, Conn. 

South Manchester Fire Department, Town of Manchester, Conn. 

Mount Pleasant Fire Co., Bernville, Pa. 

Illinois Fire Chiefs Association, Peoria, Ill. 

Fire Chief's Emergency Plan, Fairfield County, Conn. 

State of Connecticut, Office of Civil Defense, West Hartford, Conn. 

Windsor Locks Fire Department, Windsor Locks, Conn. 

Wooster Hose Co., No. 5, Danbury, Conn. 

Milford Fire Department, Milford, Conn. 

The Woodbury Fire Department, Woodbury, Conn. 

Padanaram Hose Co., Danbury, Conn. 

Colebrook Center Volunteer Fire Department, Colebrook, Conn. 

East Putnam Volunteer Fire Co., Putnam, Conn. 

Tunxis Hose Co., Unionville Fire Department, Unionville, Conn. 

The Lakeville Hose Co., Lakeville, Conn. 

Quaker Hill Fire Co., Inc., Quaker Hill, Conn. 

Middlefield Volunteer Fire Co., Inc., Middlefield, Conn. 

Oswegatchie Fire Co., Inc., Waterford, Conn. 

Connecticut State Firemen’s Association, Stamford, Conn. 

Dunbar Hill Volunteer Fire Co., Hamden, Conn. 

Fire Chiefs Association of Allegheny County, Inc., East McKeesport, Pa. 

Southern Wisconsin River Valley Firemen’s Association, Prairie du Sac, Wis. 

City of Butler, Pa., Department of Public Recreation 

Georgia Recreation Society, Gainesville, Ga. 

Spokane County Park and Recreation Department, Spokane, Wash. 

Recreation Executives Association of Westchester County, New York State 

Hutchinson Recreation Commission, Hutchinson, Kans. 

Florida Recreation Association, West Palm Beach, Fla. 

Geneva Youth Bureau, Geneva, N. Y. 

Parks and Recreation Department, Pasco, Wash. 

Department of Recreation, York, Pa. 

American Institute of Park Executives, Inc., Wheeling, W. Va. 

North Carolina Recreation Commission, Raleigh, N. C. 

Board of Recreation, Butte, Mont. 

Kansas Recreation Society, State of Kansas 

Recreation Commission, Parsons, Kans. 

Topeka Recreation Commission, Topeka, Kans. 

New York State Recreation Society, Geneva, N. Y. 

Department of Parks and Recreation, Detroit, Mich. 

Recreation Department, Hamilton, Ohio 

Recreation Department, Gainesville, Fla. 

Park and Recreation Commission, Charleston, W. Va. 

Parks and Recreation Department, Lakewood, Calif. 

Board of Park Commissioners, Jeffersonville, Ind. 

Fayette County Playground and Recreation Board, Lexington, Ky. 

Westchester County Recreation Commission, White Plains, N. Y. 

Department of Parks, Division of Recreation, San Jose, Calif. 

Metropolitan Park District, Tacoma, Wash. 

Director of Recreation, Bend, Oreg. 

Playground and Park Commission, Lafayette, La. 

Parks and Recreation Department, Vallejo, Calif. 

Recreation and Park Department, La Mesa, Calif. 

Pima County Parks and Recreation Department, Tucson, Ariz. 

Recreation and Park Department, Santa Rosa, Calif. 

Recreation Commission, Middletown, N. J. 

The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission, Silver Spring, 
Md. 

Greater Vallejo Recreation District, Vallejo, Calif. 

Recreation Department, Oakland, Calif. 

Consolidated Building Trades-Metal Trades-Central Labor Council, Vallejo, Calif. 

Department of Parks and Recreation, New Albany, Ind. 

Department of Parks and Recreation, Denver, Colo. 

Municipal Recreation Commission, Binghamton, N. Y. 
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Department of Recreation and Parks, El Segundo, Calif. 

Department of Recreation, Bloomington, Ind. 

State Parks and Recreation Commission, Olympia, Wash. 

Goodwill Industries, St. Petersburg, Fla. 

Division of Priorities and Allocations, Milwaukee, Wis. 

United States Volunteer Life Saving Corps, Yonkers, N. Y. 

Elliot Park Neighborhood House, Minneapolis, Minn. 

United Community Services of Metropolitan Boston, Mass. 
‘ambridge Jewish Community Center, Cambridge, Mass. 

Chelsea YMHA and YWHA Community Center, Chelsea, Mass. 

Jewish Community Center, Quincy, Mass. 

Jewish Community Center of Holyoke, Mass. 

Jewish Centers Association of Greater Boston, Mass. 

National Council of the Young Men’s Christian Associations, New York City 

Advisory Board of St. Christopher’s School, Dobbs Ferry, N. Y. 


Mr. May, one bill is yours, H. R. 11324, relating to volunteer fire 
fighting organizations? 

Do you want to be heard? 

Mr. May. We have several people here who want to testify. 

Mr. McCormack. There are several other bills, too, and all of the 
bills relating to the same subject matter will be made a part of the rec- 
ord that are introduced by the different members. 

(H. R. 2552, H. R. 3406, H. R. 7929, H. R. 10377, H. R. 11115, 
H. R. 11324, H. R. 11516, H. R. 12025, and H. R. 12959 follow :) 


[H. R. 2552, 85th Cong., 1st sess. ] 


A BILL To amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 to 

permit the donation of surplus property to volunteer fire-fighting organizations 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the first sentence of section 203 (j) (1) 
of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (40 U. 8. C. 
484 (j) (1)) is amended to read as follows: “Under such regulations as he may 
prescribe, the Administrator is authorized in his discretion to donate for educa- 
tional purposes or public health purposes, including research, or for the purpose 
of aiding in the protection of life and property by volunteer fire-fighting organi- 
zations, in any State, without cost (except for costs of care and handling), such 
equipment, materials, books, or other supplies (whether or not capitalized in a 
working-capital or similar fund) under the control of any executive agency as 
shall have been determined to be surplus property and as shall have been deter- 
mined under paragraph (2) or (8) of this subsection to be usable and necessary 
for any of such purposes.” 

Sec. 2. (a) The first sentence of section 203 (j) (2) of such Act (40 U. S. C. 
484 (j) (2)) is amended to read as follows: “Determination whether such sur- 
oe property (except surplus property donated in conformity with paragraph 

3) of this subsection) is usable or necessary for educational purposes or public 
health purposes (including research), or for the purpose of aiding in the protec- 
tion of life and property by volunteer fire-fighting organizations, shall be made 
by the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, who shall allocate such 
property on the basis of needs and utilization for transfer by the Administrator 
(1) to medical institutions, hospitals, clinics, health centers, school systems, 
schools, colleges, and universities which are tax supported or have been held 
exempt from taxation under section 501 (c) (3) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1954; (2) to State departments of education or health for distribution to the 
institutions and organizations described in clause (1), except that in any State 
where another agency is designated by State law for such purpose such transfer 
shall be made to such other agency for such distribution within the State; or 
(3) to any incorporated or unincorporated volunteer fire department, fire com- 
pany, or other similar fire-fighting organization.” 

(b) The second sentence of such section 203 (j) (2) is amended by inserting 
“or for the purpose of aiding in the protection of life and property by volunteer 
fire-fighting organizations in the State,” after “in the State,”. 

Sec. 3. Section 203 (m) of such Act (40 U. S. C. 484 (m)) is amended by 
inserting after “educational purposes and health purposes” a comma and the 
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following: “or for the purpose of aiding in the protection of life and property by 
volunteer fire-fighting organizations,”. 

Sec. 4. Section 2083 (n) of such Act (40 U. S. C. 484 (n)) is amended by in- 
serting “or volunteer fire-fighting organizations” after “educational or public 
health institutions”. 





[H. R. 3406, 85th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 to 
permit the donation of surplus property to volunteer fire-fighting organizations 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the first sentence of section 203 (j) (1) 
of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (40 U. S. C. 
484 (j) (1)) is amended to read as follows: “Under such regulations as he may 
prescribe, the Administrator is authorized in his discretion to donate for educa- 
tional purposes or public health purposes, including research, or for the purpose 
of aiding in the protection of life and property by volunteer fire-fighting organ- 
izations, in any State, without cost (except for costs of care and handling), such 
equipment, materials, books, or other supplies (whether or not capitalized in a 
working-capital or similar fund) under the control of any executive agency as 
shall have been determined to be surplus property and as shall have been deter- 
mined under paragraph (2) or (3) of this subsection to be usable and necessary 
for any of such purposes.” 

Sec. 2. (a) The first sentence of section 203 (j) (2) of such Act (40 U. S. C. 
484 (j) (2)) is amended to read as follows: “Determination whether such sur- 
plus property (except surplus property donated in conformity with paragraph 
(3) of this subsection) is usable or necessary for educational purposes or public 
health purposes (including research), or for the purpose of aiding in the protec- 
tion of life and property by volunteer fire-fighting organizations, shall be made 
by the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, who shall allocate such 
property on the basis of need and utilization for transfer by the Administrator 
(1) to medical institutions, hospitals, clinics, health centers, school systems, 
schools, colleges, and universities which are tax supported or have been held 
exempt from taxation under section 501 (c) (3) of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1954; (2) to State departments of education or health for distribution to the 
institutions and organizations described in clause (1), except that in any State 
where another agency is designated by State law for such purpose such transfer 
shall be made to such other agency for such distribution within the State; or 
(3) to any incorporated or unincorporated volunteer fire department, fire com- 
pany, or other similar fire-fighting organization.” 

(b) The second sentence of such section 203 (j) (2) is amended by inserting 
“or for the purpose of aiding in the protection of life and property by volunteer 
fire-fighting organizations in the State,” after “in the State,”. 

Sec. 3. Section 203 (m) of such Act (40 U. 8S. C. 484 (m)) is amended by 
inserting after “educational purposes and health purposes” a comma and the 
following: “or for the purpose of aiding in the protection of life and property 
by volunteer fire-fighting organizations,”’. 

Sec. 4. Section 203 (n) of such Act (40 U. S. C. 484 (n)) is amended by insert- 
ing “or volunteer fire-fighting organizations” after ‘educational or public health 
institutions”. 


[H. R. 7929, 85th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 to 
permit the donation of surplus property to volunteer fire-fighting organizations 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the first sentence of section 203 (j) (1) 
of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (40 U. S. C. 
484 (j) (1)) is amended to read as follows: “Under such regulations as he may 
prescribe, the Administrator is authorized in his discretion to donate for educa- 
tional purposes or public health purposes, including research, or for the purpose 
of aiding in the protection of life and property by volunteer fire-fighting organ- 
izations, in any State, without cost (except for costs of care and handling), such 
equipnient, materials, books, or other supplies (whether or not capitalized in a 
working-capital or similar fund) under the control of any executive agency as 
shall have been determined to be surplus property and as shall have been deter- 
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mined under paragraph (2) or (3) of this subsection to be usable and necessary 
for any of such purposes.” 

Sec. 2. (a) The first sentence of section 203 (j) (2) of such Act (40 U.S. C. 
484 (j) (2)) is amended to read as follows: “Determination whether such 
surplus property (except surplus property donated in conformity with para- 
graph (3) of this subsection) is usuable or necessary for educational purposes 
or public health purposes (including research), or for the purpose of aiding in 
the protection of life and property by volunteer fire-fighting organizations, shall 
be made by the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, who shall allocate 
such property on the basis of needs and utilization for transfer by the Adminis- 
trator (1) to medical institutions, hospitals, clinics, health centers, school 
systems, schools, colleges, and universities which are tax supported or have 
been held exempt from taxation under section 501 (c) (3) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954; (2) to State departments of education or health for 
distribution to the institutions and organizations described in clause (1), 
except that in any State where another agency is designated by State law for 
such purpose such transfer shall be made to such other agency for such dis- 
tribution within the State; or (3) to any incorporated or unincorporated volun- 
teer fire department, fire company, or other similar fire-fighting organization.” 

(b) The second sentence of such section 203 (j) (2) is amended by inserting 
“or for the purpose of aiding in the protection of life and property by volunteer 
fire-fighting organizations in the State,” after “‘in the State,”. 

Sec. 3. Section 203 (m) of such Act (40 U. S. C. 484 (m)) is amended by 
inserting after “educational purposes and health purposes” a comma and the 
following: “or for the purpose of aiding in the protection of life and property 
by volunteer fire-fighting organizations,”. 

Sec. 4. Section 203 (n) of such Act (40 U. S. C. 484 (n)) is amended by 
inserting “or volunteer fire-fighting organizations” after ‘‘educational or public 
health institutions”. 


[H. R. 10377, 85th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 to 
permit the donation of surplus property to volunteer fire-fighting organizations 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the first sentence of section 203 (j) (1) 
of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (40 U. S. C. 
484 (j) (1)) is amended to read as follows: “Under such regulations as he may 
prescribe, the Administrator is authorized in his discretion to donate for edu- 
eational purposes or public health purposes, including research, or for the 
purpose of aiding in the protection of life and property by volunteer fire-fight- 
ing organizations, in any State, without cost (except for costs of care and 
handling), such equipment, materials, books, or other supplies (whether or 
not capitalized in a working-capital or similar fund) under the control of any 
executive agency as shall have been determined to be surplus property and 
as shall have been determined under paragraph (2) or (3) of this subsection 
to be usable and necessary for any of such purposes.” 

Sec. 2. (a) The first sentence of section 203 (j) (2) of such Act (40 U.S. C. 
484 (j) (2)) is amended to read as follows: “Determination whether such sur- 
plus property (except surplus property donated in conformity with paragraph 
(3) of this subsection) is usable or necessary for educational purposes or 
public health purposes (including research), or for the purpose of aiding in the 
protection of life and property by volunteer fire-fighting organizations, shall 
be made by the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, who shall allo- 
eate such property on the basis of needs and utilization for transfer by the 
Administrator (1) to medical institutions, hospitals, clinics, health centers, 
school systems, schools, colleges, and universities which are tax supported 
or have been held exempt from taxation under section 501 (c) (3) of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1954; (2) to State department of education or health 
for distribution to the institutions and organizations described in clause (1), 
except that in any State where another agency is designated by State law for 
such purpose such transfer shall be made to such other agency for such dis- 
tribution within the State; or (3) to any incorporated or unincorporated volun- 
teer fire department, fire company, or other similar fire-fighting organization.” 

(b) The second sentence of such section 203 (j) (2) is amended by insert- 
ing “or for the purpose of aiding in the protection of life and property by volun- 
teer fire-fighting organizations in the State,” after “in the State,”. 
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Sec. 3. Section 208 (m) of such Act (40 U. S. C. 484 (m)) is amended by 
inserting after “educational purposes and health purposes” a comma and the 
following: “or for the purpose of aiding in the protection of life and property 
by volunteer fire-fighting organizations,”. 

Src. 4. Section 203 (n) of such Act (40 U. S. C. 484 (n)) is amended by 
inserting “or volunteer fire-fighting organizations” after “educational or public 
health institutions”. 


[H. R. 11115, 85th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 to 
permit the donation of surplus property to volunteer fire-fighting organizations 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the first sentence of section 203 (j) (1) 
of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (40 U. S. C. 
484 (j) (1)) is amended to read as follows: “Under such regulations as he may 
prescribe, the Administrator is authorized in his discretion to donate for educa- 
tional purposes or public health purposes, including research, or for the purpose 
of aiding in the protection of life and property by volunteer fire-fighting organi- 
zations, in any State without cost (except for costs of care and handling), such 
equipment, materials, books, or other supplies (whether or not capitalized in a 
working-capital or similar fund) under the control of any executive agency as 
shall have been determined to be surplus property and as shall have been deter- 
mined under paragraph (2) or (3) of this subsection to be usable and necessary 
for any of such purposes.” 

Sec. 2. (a) The first sentence of section 208 (j) (2) of such Act (40 U. S. C. 
484 (j) (2)) is amended to read as follows: “Determination whether such sur- 
plus property (except surplus property donated in conformity with paragraph 
(3) of this subsection) is usable or necessary for educational purposes or public 
health purposes (including research), or for the purpose of aiding in the protec- 
tion of life and property by volunteer fire-fighting organizations, shall be made by 
the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, who shall allocate such prop- 
erty on the basis of needs and utilization for transfer by the Administrator (1) 
to medical institutions, hospitals, clinics, health centers, school systems, schools, 
colleges, and universities which are tax supported or have been held exempt 
from taxation under section 501 (c) (3) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954; 
(2) to State departments of education or health for distribution to the institu- 
tions and organizations described in clause (1), except that in any State where 
another agency is designated by State law for such purpose such transfer shall 
be made to such other agency for such distribution within the State; or (3) 
to any incorporated or unincorporated volunteer fire department, fire company, 
or other similar fire-fighting organization.” 

(b) The second sentence of such section 208 (j) (2) is amended by inserting 
“or for the purpose of aiding in the protection of life and property by volunteer 
fire-fighting organizations in the State,” after “in the State,”. 

Sec. 3. Section 208 (m) of such Act (40 U. S. C. 484 (m)) is amended by 
inserting after “educational purposes and health purposes” a comma and the 
following: “or for the purpose of aiding in the protection of life and property 
by volunteer fire-fighting organizations,”. 

Src. 4. Section 203 (n) of such Act (40 U. S. C. 484 (n)) is amended by insert- 
ing “or volunteer fire-fighting organizations” after “educational or public health 
institutions”. 


({H. R. 11324, 85th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 to 
permit the donation of surplus property to volunteer fire-fighting organizations 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the first sentence of section 203 (j) (1) 
of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (40 U. S. G 
484 (j) (1) is amended to read as follows: “Under such regulations as he may 
prescribe, the Administrator is authorized in his discretion to donate for educa- 
tional purposes or public health purposes, including research, or for the purpose 
of aiding in the protection of life and property by volunteer fire-fighting organi- 
zations, in any State without cost (except for costs of care and handling), such 
equipment, materials, books, or other supplies (whether or not capitalized in a 
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working-capital or similar fund) under the control of any executive agency as 
shall have been determined to be surplus property and as shall have been deter- 
mined under paragraph (2) or (3) of this subsection to be usable and necessary 
for any of such purposes.” 

Sec. 2. (a) The first sentence of section 203 (j) (2) of such Act (40 U. S. C. 
484 (j) (2)) is amended to read as follows: “Determination whether such 
surplus property (except surplus property donated in conformity with para- 
graph (3) of this subsection) is usable or necessary for educational purposes 
or public health purposes (including research), or for the purpose of aiding in 
the protection of life and property by volunteer fire-fighting organizations, 
shall be made by the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, who shall 
allocate such property on the basis of needs and utilization for transfer by the 
Administrator (1) to medical institutions, hospitals, clinics, health centers, 
school systems, schools, colleges, and universities which are tax supported or 
have been held exempt from taxation under section 501 (c) (3) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954; (2) to State departments of education or health for 
distribution to the institutions and organizations described in clause (1), except 
that in any State where another agency is designated by State law for such 
purpose such transfer shall be made to such other agency for such distribution 
within the State; or (3) to any incorporated or unincorporated volunteer fire 
department, fire company, or other similar fire-fighting organization.” 

(b) The second sentence of such section 203 (j) (2) is amended by inserting 
“or for the purpose of aiding in the protection of life and property by volunteer 
fire-fighting organizations in the State,” after “in the State,”. 

Sec. 3. Section 203 (m) of such Act (40 U. S. C. 484 (m)) is amended by insert- 
ing after “educational purposes and health purposes” a comma and the following: 
“or for the purpose of aiding in the protection of life and property by volunteer 
fire-fighting organizations,”’. 

Sec. 4. Section 203 (n) of such Act (40 U.S. C. 484 (n) ) is amended by inserting 
or volunteer fire-fighting organizations” after “educational or public health 
institutions”. 


“ 


[H. R. 11516, 85th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 to 
permit the donation of surplus property to volunteer fire-fighting organizations 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the first sentence of section 203 (j) 
(1) of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (40 
U. 8. C. 484 (j) (1)) is amended to read as follows: “Under such regulations as 
he may prescribe, the Administrator is authorized in his discretion to donate 
for educational purposes or public health purposes, including research, or for 
the purpose of aiding in the protection of life and property by volunteer fire- 
fighting organizations, in any State without cost (except for costs of care and 
handling), such equipment, materials, books, or other supplies (whether or not 
capitalized in a working-capital or similar fund) under the control of any 
executive agency as shall have been determined to be surplus property and 
as shall have been determined under paragraph (2) or (3) of this subsection 
to be usable and necessary for any of such purposes.” 

Sec. 2. (a) The first sentence of section 203 (j) (2) of such Act (40 U. S. C. 
484 (j) (2)) is amended to read as follows: “Determination whether such 
surplus property (except surplus property donated in conformity with para- 
graph (3) of this subsection) is usable or necessary for educational purposes 
or public health purposes (including research), or for the purpose of aiding 
in the protection of life and property by volunteer fire-fighting organizations, 
shall be made by the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, who shall 
allocate such property on the basis of needs and utilization for transfer by the 
Administrator (1) to medical institutions, hospitals, clinics, health centers, 
school systems, schools, colleges, and universities which are tax supported 
or have been held exempt from taxation under section 501 (c) (3) of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1954; (2) to State departments of education or health 
for distribution to the institutions and organizations described in clause (1), 
except that in any State where another agency is designated by State law for 
such purpose such transfer shall be made to such other agency for such distribu- 
tion within the State; or (3) to any incorporated or unincorporated volunteer 
fire department, fire company, or other similar fire-fighting organization.” 
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(b) The second sentence of such section 203 (j) (2) is amended by inserting: 
“or for the purpose of aiding in the protection of life and property by volunteer 
fire-fighting organizations in the State,” after “in the State,”. 

Sec. 3. Section 203 (m) of such Act (40 U. S. C. 484 (m)) is amended by 
inserting after “educational purposes and health purposes” a comma and the 
following: “or for the purpose of aiding in the protection of life and property by 
volunteer fire-fighting organizations,”’. 

Sec. 4. Section 203 (n) of such Act (40 U. S. C. 484 (n)) is amended by 
inserting “or volunteer fire-fighting organizations” after “educational or public 
health institutions”. 





[H. R. 12025, 85th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 to 
permit the donation of surplus property to volunteer fire-fighting organizations 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled, That the first sentence of section 203 
(j) (1) of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (40 
U. S. C. 484 (j) (1)) is amended to read as follows: “Under such regulations as 
he may prescribe, the Administrator is authorized in his discretion to donate 
for educational purposes or public health purposes, including research, or for 
the purpose of aiding in the protection of life and property by volunteer fire- 
fighting organizations, in any State without cost (except for costs of care and 
handling), such equipment, materials, books, or other supplies (whether or not 
capitalized in a working-capital or similar fund) under the control of any execu- 
tive agency as shall have been determined to be surplus property and as shall 
have been determined under paragraph (2) or (3) of this subsection to be usable 
and necessary for any of such purposes.” 

Sec. 2. (a) The first sentence of section 208 (j) (2) of such Act (40 U. S. C. 
484 (j) (2)) is amended to read as follows: “Determination whether such sur- 
plus property (except surplus property donated in conformity with paragraph 
(3) of this subsection )is usable or necessary for educational purposes or pub- 
lic health purposes (including research), or for the purpose of aiding in the 
protection of life and property by volunteer fire-fighting organizations, shall be 
made- by the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, who shall allocate 
such property on the basis of needs and utilization for transfer by the Admin- 
istrator (1) to medical institutions, hospitals, clinics, health centers, school 
systems, schools, colleges, and universities which are tax supported or have 
been held exempt from taxation under section 501 (c) (3) of the Internal Reve- 
nue Code of 1954; (2) to State departments of education or health for distribu- 
tion to the institutions and organizations described in clause (1), except that in 
any State where another agency is designated by State law for such purpose 
such transfer shall be made to such other agency for such distribution within 
the State; or (3) to any incorporated or unnincorporated volunteer fire depart- 
ment, fire company, or other similar fire-fighting organization.” 

(b) The second sentence of such section 203 (j) (2) is amended by inserting 
“or for the purpose of aiding in the protection of life and property by volunteer 
fire-fighting organizations in the State,” after “in the State,”’. 

Sec. 3. Section 203 (m) of such Act (40 U. S. C. 484 (m)) is amended by 
inserting after “educational purposes and health purposes” a comma and the 
following: ‘or for the purpose of aiding in the protection of life and property 
by volunteer fire-fighting organizations,”. 

Sec. 4. Section 203 (n) of such Act (40 U. S. C. 484 (n)) is amended by 
inserting “or volunteer fire-fighting organizations” after “educational or public 
health institutions”. 


[H. R. 12959, 85th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 to 
permit the donation of surplus property to volunteer fire-fighting organizations 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled, That the first sentence of section 203 
(j) (1) of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (40 
U. S. C. 484 (j) (1)) is amended to read as follows: “Under such regulations 
as he may prescribe, the Administrator is authorized in his discretion to donate 
for educational purposes or public health purposes, including research, or for 
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the purpose of aiding in the protection of life and property by volunteer fire- 
fighting organizations, in any State without cost (except for costs of care and 
handling), such equipment, materials, books, or other supplies (whether or not 
capitalized in a working-capital or similar fund) under the control of any execu- 
tive agency as shall have been determined to be surplus property and as shall 
have been determined under pragraph (2) or (3) of this subsection to be usable 
and necessary for any such purposes.” 

Sec. 2. (a) The first sentence of section 208 (j) (2) of such Act (40 U.S. C. 
484 (j) (2) is amended to read as follows: “Determination whether such 
surplus property (except surplus property donated in conformity with para- 
graph (3) of this subsection) is usable or necessary for educational purposes or 
public health purposes (including research), or for the purpose of aiding in the 
protection of life and property by volunteer fire-fighting organizations, shall be 
made by the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, who shall allocate 
such property on the basis of needs and utilization for transfer by the Admin- 
istrator (1) to medical institutions, hospitals, clinics, health centers, school sys- 
tems, schools, colleges, and universities which are tax supported or have been 
held exempt from taxation under section 501 (c) (3) of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1954; (2) to State departments of education or health for distribution 
to the institutions and organizations described in clause (1), except that in any 
State where another agency is designated by State law for such purpose such 
transfer shall be made to such other agency for such distribution within the 
State; or (3) to any incorporated, or unincorporated volunteer fire deparment, 
fire company, or other similar fire-fighting organization.” 

(b) The second sentence of such section 203 (j) (2) is amended by inserting 
“or for the purpose of aiding in the protection of life and property by volunteer 
fire-fighting organizations in the State,” after “in the State,’’. 

Sec. 3. Section 203 (m) of such Act (40 U. S. C. 484 (m)) is amended by 
inserting after “educational purposes and health purposes” a comma and the 
following: “or for the purpose of aiding in the protection of life and property 
by volunteer fire-fighting organizations,”. 

Sec. 4. Section 203 (n) of such Act (40 U. S. C. 484 (n)) is amended by in- 
serting “or volunteer fire-fighting organizations” after “educational or public 
health institutions”. 


Mr. May. Mr. Chairman, I think this is an important bill and as I 
look around I see several others who have introduced similar bills and 
I would be happy in view of their attendance here to allow them to 
we a few words if they would like on behalf of this bill first. 

see Mr. Nimtz from Indiana. 

Mr. McCormack. Mr. Fogarty is also here. 

John, will you come forward ? 

Mr. Fogarry. Is it all right from here? 

Mr. McCormack. This is Hon. John E. Fogarty, a Representative 
from the State of RhodeIsland. 

(H. R. 7929 introduced by Mr. Fogarty appears on p. 5.) 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN E. FOGARTY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF RHODE ISLAND 


Mr. Focarry. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
happy to have the privilege of appearing before your committee this 
morning in behalf of this bill that so many of us have introduced. 

It is to amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services 
Act of 1949 to permit the donation of surplus property to volunteer 
fire-fighting organizations. 

I introduced this bill in June 1957, and since that time have been 
doing my best with the Health, Education, and Welfare people to get a 
favorable report. But up to this time it has been impossible to get 
the Bureau of the Budget or the General Services Administration or 
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the Health, Education, and Welfare Department to give us a favor- 
able report on it. 


However, I want to place myself in the position of disagreeing with 
them because if there is a group of men who are giving more of their 
time and making more sacrifices in this country to save hfe and prop- 


erty for no pay, it is this army of volunteer firemen all over the 
country. 


It has been my privilege to have been a member of a volunteer 
fire department for the past 30 years, and I think I know something 
about the problem and what they gothrough. 

I am not going to take the time of the committee. I have a state- 
ment that I have prepared which I would like to have included in 
the minutes of the meeting at this time, and just close by saying 
regardless of the stand taken by the present administration, I think 
this is a good bill, that the Congress should act on it, and if we do, 


we will be doing a service to all of the people of our country, because 
these men are on call at all times. 


When that fire siren blows, it does not make any difference to 
them whether they have their best suit of clothes on and only suit 
of clothes on, or whether they lose a day’s work or not, they go and 
answer the call, whether it be to save a life or to save that particular 
piece of property that may be on fire. 

So, with that opening statement and thanking you for the privilege 
of appearing before your committee, and for the interest that you 


have shown in all these bills, I am going to present this statement 
for the record. 


Mr. McCormack. Thank you very much, Congressman Fogarty. 
(Statement in full of Congressman Fogarty follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. JOHN E. Focarty, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF RHODE ISLAND 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am pleased to have this 
opportunity to appear before you in support of the bill which I introduced in 
the House of Representatives in June of 1957. This bill, H. R. 7929, proposes 
to amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 to 
permit the donation of surplus property to volunteer fire-fighting organizations. 
To me its purpose, and the purpose of the other similar bills now before you, 
is of the greatest importance. I would like to commend each of you on this 
committee for having recognized this importance by scheduling the present 
hearing. 

Volunteer fire companies have a long and proud history in this country of 
ours. Due to its widespread rural population, the vastness of the land, and the 
very great number of small towns and villages, America has actually became a 
nation of volunteer fire departments. These organizations, manned by civic- 
minded, dedicated persons, have contributed perhaps more than any other group 
to the well-being and the safety of the smaller communities. Most of the com- 
munities served by these volunteer fire departments are small and cannot afford 
a paid fire department. Even if they could afford a paid department, it would 
not be economical for them to do so. 

In these communities many public buildings, such as schools and hospitals, 
require fire protection not only to avoid the loss or damage to these buildings 
due to fire or other disaster but at the same time to provide trained fire-fighting 
personnel so as to reduce the chances of injuries and loss of lives as a result 
of such disasters. Fire-insurance rates for all property holders in a community 
are greatly reduced when some form of an organized fire department is avail- 
able. Fires each year destroy property valued at hundreds of millions of dollars 
and these losses not only reduce the wealth of the Nation but also cause insur- 
ance rates to increase even for those individuals served by paid fire departments. 

30975—58——2 
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I have personal knowledge of the contributions of these volunteer firemen, Mr. 
Chairman, for I have been a member of such an organization for close to 30 
years. My activity with the Harmony fire district in my own hometown and 
the Woonasquatucket Valley Firemen’s League, which I had the privilege of 
serving as president, has given me close insight into the devoted service in the 
protection of life and property which such organizations perform. Through 
this association I have become aware of the continuing problem they face in 
trying to secure adequate equipment to carry on their excellent fire-fighting 
work. Over the years there has always been the ever-present struggle to raise 
funds for badly needed equipment. Funds are often meager and the available 
equipment, too often, insufficient. 

It would be difficult for me to think of more deserving recipients of Federal 
surplus than the volunteer fire departments of the Nation who would put this 
equipment to the direct use of saving lives and property. At present, such 
equipment can be donated free of charge to educational and public health insti- 
tutions which are required to pay only the costs of care and handling. I would 
like to see the same opportunity offered volunteer fire departments. 

The bill which I have sponsored would authorize the Administrator of the 
Federal Properties and Administrative Services Act to donate surplus equip- 
ment and materials to volunteer fire-fighting organizations throughout the coun- 
try. It would put these organizations in a position to be able to improve their 
services by permitting them to secure equipment and materials which are now 
denied them through lack of financial ability to buy. 

It seems to me, Mr. Chairman, that no better use could be made of supplies 
and equipment which have been declared surplus to the needs of the executive 
agencies than to donate them to those protectors of life and property—our vol- 
unteer fire-fighting organizations. 

I urge you and the members of this committee to favorably report my bill, or 
one which has the same objectives, in order that action can be taken by the 
House and Senate before adjournment of this session of Congress. I am con- 
fident that should such a bill be presented with committee approval it would 
quickly be enacted into law. By so doing, we in the Congress will be indicating 
our appreciation to the members of these volunteer companies for their great 
contributions in the past. At the same time we will be providing them with the 
tools by which they will be able to do an even better job in the future in pro- 
viding fire-fighting services to the rural and suburban communities of this 


country. 

Mr. McCormack. I might say for those who are not Members of 
the Congress that this is a select. committee consisting of three mem- 
bers. We have two- thirds, so we have a pretty good quorum here. 

I make that reference so you will know it 1s not a committee of 5, 
7, or 9 and that only 2 of us are here. 

I notice our friend, Congressman Nimtz, of Indiana, who has also 
introduced a bill. 

Weare very glad to hear from you, Congressman. 

(H. R. 3406 introduced by Mr. Nimtz appears on p. 5.) 


STATEMENT OF HON. F. JAY NIMTZ, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF INDIANA 


Mr. Nimrz. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I too, 
like our colleague, Mr. Fogarty, shall be brief and I shall file a state- 
ment that I have prepared. 

Mr. McCormack. Without objection, the statement will be made a 
part of the record. 

Mr. Nimrz. Mr. Chairman, I cannot say that I have been a volunteer 
fireman for 30 years like our colleague, Mr. Fogarty, but I can say I 
have been a volunteer fireman since 1947. 

When I returned home from war service, the volunteer fire depart- 
ment idea was beginning to gain great interest in Indiana and m: ny 
new departments were beginning operation and I helped the Clay 
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Township Volunteer Fire Department north of South Bend get organ- 
ized. It is the company that takes care of a township which lies 
between the University of Notre Dame and the Michigan State line, 
it is the second most populous unincorporated township in Indiana. 
I am a member of that department. 

By helping them organize I became acquainted with their problems 
of organization, finance, and getting equipment. Since that time we 
have had a number of companies organized within the county and in 
other parts of the State, and I join ‘with Mr. Fogarty in saying that 
this is a very dedicated group of individuals who give of their’ time, 
their money, and even some have given their lives in being volunteer 
firemen and fighting fire and other disasters within our communities. 

I, too, regret that various governmental departments have given 
unfavorable reports concerning these various bills that have been in- 
troduced and let me say, Mr. Chairman, I hope that the committee 
will, in its great wisdom, see it — to permit a bill to be reported 
out. Mr. Chairman, I will support any bill that comes out that will 
put volunteer fire saree on the eligible list for donable surplus 
Government property. 

I regret that the governmental departments have seen fit to give an 
unfavorable report on these bills, because when one looks over the list 
of eligible organizations, I think it was an unintentional oversight 
or just that the volunteer fire companies were not in the mind of Con- 
gress at the time the original act was passed. 

They were just for gotten. Here is a group of people, both men 
and women, as with every volunteer company one will always find an 
auxiliary, who will give suppers, who give bingo games, who give fish 
fries, who collect waste paper and other types of material to sell and 

raise money so that they can provide themselves with equipment to 
fight fires in order to save lives and property within their community. 

“By the courtesy of our colleagues, Mr. Hyde, of Maryland; and 
Mr. Broyhill, of Virginia, we have a number of volunteer firemen 
here this morning, Mr. Chairman. These men represent the thousands 
and thousands of volunteer firemen and the auxiliaries who are in the 
United States today. 

The gentleman in the gray suit here nearest the chairman is Mr. 
Ferris Filley, who is the present president of the Dunn Loring Volun- 
teer Fire Department, of Fairfax County, Va. 

Then we have Mr. G. B. Robinson, the chief of the Burke Volunteer 
Fire Department, of Fairfax County, Va., and past president of the 
county association. 

Thei, next here, in the blue suit, we have Mr. Milton Alexander, fire 
commissioner of the Franconia Fire Department, of Fairfax County, 
Va. 

On the other side of the table we have with us W. J. Thomas ITT, 
president of the Sandy Spring Volunteer Fire Department and the 
chairman of the public relations committee of the Montgomery County, 
Md., Association of Volunteer Firemen. 

I know that if the chairman or the members of the committee have 
any questions that they might have concerning volunteer fire com- 
panies or their operation or what this donable property would mean 
to them, these gentlemen would be most happy to facilitate the com- 
mittee in that regard. 


Thank you, sir. 
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(The statement in full of Mr. Nimtz follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. F. J. Nimtz, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE 
oF INDIANA 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I want to thank the committee 
for the opportunity of appearing here this morning with many of my colleagues 
concerning proposed legislation to make volunteer fire companies eligible for the 
donation of surplus governmental property. My bill is H. R. 3406, and there are 
other similar bills which have been introduced. 

Also here this morning are a number of representatives from volunteer fire 
companies near Washington. It would have been possible to get many of these 
volunteers to appear here this morning from all parts of the country. However, 
they would have had to do so at their own expense, or at the expense of their 
departments. Further, because of the full agenda for this morning’s meeting, 
it was felt that several volunteers from the immediate area would do a good job 
of representing their compatriot companies throughout the entire United States. 
I am sure that the committee is aware of the interest in this bill on the part of a 
number of volunteer fire companies and firemen throughout the country because 
of the large amount of correspondence that has been received. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I speak from experience in this 
field, as I am a member of the Clay Township, St. Joseph County, Ind., Fire 
Department, which is the second most populous unincorporated township in 
Indiana. It is immediately north of South Bend, and lies between the University 
of Notre Dame and the Indiana-Michigan State line. I helped organize this 
department in 1947, and, thus, I am well acquainted with the problems of financ- 
ing a department and of securing adequate equipment with which a volunteer 
department can perform the mission for which it was organized. 

These gentlemen and their ladies (for wherever you find one of these volunteer 
companies, you also find a ladies’ auxiliary to the department) give many hours 
of their time in building equipment or raisng money to provide equipment so 
that they may have an adequate department to safeguard the lives and property 
of their fellow citizens. They are a dedicated group of individuals, who regularly 
give 1 or 2 evenings per week in training for their mission, or building their 
equpment or keeping it in shape; and then they agree to respond at the time of 
any emergency—day or night—to fight a fire that threatens their property or 
their neighbors’ property, or the lives of their fellow citzens. 

Most of these departments have cooperative arrangements with adjoining 
departments to respond to their call for aid whenever the occasion arises. These 
companies perform a service and governmental function that would ordinarily 
be paid for by an addition to the local tax rate. However, often the taxable 
value of the property within the township or community is not great enough to 
raise funds sufficient to staff adequately a paid department, and, thus, these 
volunteers fill this need by organizing and maintaining a volunteer fire-fighting 
company. 

Under section 203 of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act 
of 1949, Federal surplus personal property determined by the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare to be usable and necessary for educational 
or public-health purposes, including research, may be donated by the Adminis- 
trator of General Services through State surplus property distribution agencies 
to tax-supported or nonprofit tax-exempt medical institutions, hospitals, clinics, 
health centers, school systems, schools, colleges, and universities. Under a recent 
amendment by Public Law 655 of the 84th Congress, surplus personal property 
usable and necessary for civil-defense purposes may, in like manner, be donated 
to civil-defense organizations of States, or political subdivisions and instru- 
mentalities thereof. With respect to both of these programs—by delegation 
from the Federal Civil Defense Administration in the latter case—such property 
is allocated among the several States by the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare, although, within the several States, distribution to eligible agencies 
and organizations is made by the State distribution agencies subject to basic 
Federal regulations and standards. 

Also, surplus personal property under the control of the Defense Department 
which is determined by the Secretary of Defense to be usable and necessary for 
“educational activities which are of special interest to the armed services’— 
a phrase which has been very broadly interpreted—may be donated for such 
activities pursuant to allocation by the Secretary of Defense. Such defense- 








DONATION OF SURPLUS GOVERNMENT PROPERTY 15 


related donations are given priority over donations under the other two pro- 
grams. 

H. R. 3406, and bills similar to it, would add to the eligible list for donation 
of Federal personal surplus property volunteer fire companies and departments. 
The items which would be available for distribution would, of course, vary from 
time to time, and would differ and would be of various quantities in different 
parts of the country; because, as personal property items are declared surplus, 
they are moved to the closest point of distribution, and are not distributed 
equally to the various points throughout the country. To do so would cause 
expense of sorting, packing, and transportation. 

From my investigation of this program, it is my belief that volunteer fire- 
fighting companies would be able to secure such items as rope, tarpaulins, shovels, 
axes, picks, lanterns, and other pieces of equipment that would assist them in 
fighting a fire and protecting property. Also, if they maintain a kitchen at 
their headquarters, they could possibly secure surplus chinaware, knives, forks, 
spoons, and cooking utensils. On occasions, stoves have been declared surplus. 

It is my belief that the enactment of this bill to include fire-fighting organ- 
ization in the list of eligible organizations would not hurt nor compete with 
commercial equipment companies whose business is the sale of fire-fighting 
equipment, as the items would be small in nature and ones which are consid- 
ered as expendable items by the departments, in that they wear out within a 
relatively short period of time, either through use or breakage. The volunteer 
companies would continue to purchase fire trucks, high-pressure fog equipment, 
hose, nozzles, aerial ladders, and the like. 


Mr. Nrwrz. On behalf of our colleague, Mr. Broomfield, of Michi- 
can, I should like to file a statement on his behalf, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(Statement of Mr. Broomfield follows :) 


STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM S. BROOMFIELD, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF MICHIGAN 


Mr. Chairman, volunteer fire-fighting organizations are the only lifeline in 
time of natural and manmade disaster for many of our Nation’s communities. 
In many cases, these organizations lack the equipment and the facilities to 
cope with any large-scale conflagration. 

In relation to the protection which these units furnish to the citizens of 
their home communities, their equipment needs are small. They consist of 
such things as water tanks, pumps, fire hose, tank trucks. rope, axes, hooks, 
and the various other paraphernalia which is required to cope with the small 
and large disasters which frequently strike our communities. 

Much of this needed equipment is in various Federal Government ware- 
houses, unused and unwanted. Much of it has been designated for sale as 
scrap. Because of the small amount of equipment which each of these volunteer 
units needs, these organizations are unable to compete in purchasing needed 
equipment in wholesale lots. They must acquire their facilities a bit and 
a piece at a time. 

Therefore, I am sponsor of H. R. 10377 which would permit volunteer fire- 
fighting organizations to acquire this surplus Government equipment at no 
substantial cost to their respective communities. 

This would put our surplus Federal equipment to valuable use. It would 
insure that the equipment needed to cope with a specific disaster at a specific 
spot will most likely be on hand when and where it is needed. 

There is another important reason why I believe that these valuable volun- 
teer organizations should be helped in every way possible to obtain the equip- 
ment they so badly need, yet which would be an impossible financial burden 
for their communities to bear. 

Most of these volunteer organizations are located at some distance from 
metropolitan areas. Quite often, they are in the areas which have been ear- 
marked by civil-defense officials as the places for people in our metropolitan 
areas to gather in case of either enemy attack or such natural disasters as 
tornadoes, hurricanes, floods, and the like. 

If the central city is knocked out, and its residents flock to the outskirts 
and beyond, who is going to take care of them? We know that there are 
substantial civil-defense installations near many of our major cities. But I 
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ean only speak for the Detroit area in stating that the existing facilities aren't 
able to cope with any type of disaster which would cut off the water supply, 
or force the evacuations of large segments of our population. This metro- 
politan center would be forced to draw its water supply from outside its 
boundaries. There is plenty of water available, but there is a sad lack of 
pumping facilities to handle a large influx of new residents or to even supply 
the cooking and drinking needs of those who evacuate their mother city. 
Most of our really up-to-date fire-fighting and disaster equipment is concen- 
trated in our central cities, the area most vulnerable to enemy attack and 
the area most likely to be cut off in case of a natural disaster which blocks 
streets and highways. We are faced with the possibility that some of this 
equipment would be unable to reach other sections of the city where it is badly 
needed. 

In my opinion, supplying volunteer fire-fighting organizations with surplus 
equipment would help to solve this problem with the least possible expendi- 
ture of Federal funds. The equipment would be far enough away from the 
scene of a disaster to a central city so that it still would be maneuverable. In 
many cases, the areas served by volunteer fire-fighting departments would be 
the natural evacuation areas. The sudden influx of those evacuated into these 
largely rural areas would mean that the danger of fire would increase. 

Water-pumping equipment ordinarily used in fighting fires could be quickly 
converted into supplying the water needs of a large influx of new residents 
on a temporary basis. 


For these reasons, I urge the Special Subcommittee on Donable Property of 
the House Committee on Government Operations to report H. R. 10377 favor- 
ably. In my opinion, it is in the best interests of our Nation and its people. 

Mr. Fogarty. Mr. Chairman, may I say one other word before I 
leave? 

Mr. McCormack. Certainly. 

Mr. Focarry. Because there is something I had on my mind when 
T came in here. 

I want to say publicly that I thank you for the leadership that you 
have provided in the field of legislation in allowing this surplus prop- 
erty to be donated for educ ational purposes and for public health pur- 

oses. 

I do not know of anything that we are doing in Government today 
that is providing more help for education and public health than the 
legislation that provided the leadership for the early days of the ad- 
ministration of this act. 

Also, I see in the room, Mr. Lund, over here, who I have been listen- 
ing to for 8 or 10 years on the Appropriations een who has 
had c harge of the Surplus Property Act of the Health, Education, and 
Welfare Department, and I did want to say that I think he has been 
doing a splendid job. 

I think he can point to the record where he has returned into the 
Treasury of the United States many millions of dollars over the course 
of the administration of this program. 

I think it has been well handled, and he should be given a great deal 
of credit for the way that the act has been handled as far as the dona- 
tion of this property for public health purposes and educational pur- 
poses are concerned. 

Mr. McCormack. Thank you, Congressman Nimtz, and also again, 
Congressman Fogarty. 

I think at this time it might be well that we heard from Mr. Lund 
and then we will call the other witnesses so you will get an idea as to 
the position of the Department of Health, E ducation, and Welfare, 
and so that we know what their thinking is. 

Mr. Lund, will you come forward where we can get chummy ? 
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With the very fine compliment paid you by Congressman Fogarty, 
you are going to have a lot of difficulty, I can see, because you have got 
to appear before his committee next year, you know. 

Will you give us your full name, Mr. Lund? 


STATEMENT OF CHESTER B. LUND, DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF FIELD 
ADMINISTRATION, DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND 
WELFARE 


Mr. Lunp. My name is Chester B. Lund. I am Director of the 
Office of Field Administration for the Department of Health, Educa- 
tion, and Welfare. 

I have no formal prepared statement. We did state our position, 
Mr. Chairman, in a letter to you, which probably certain excerpts 
from would help to clarify our position. 

We, as you will recall, last year, had a study committee to try to 
ascertain what was the best procedure for the general disposition of 
this property throughout. 

Certain recommendations were made; and the Department then, 

srimarily for the reason that civil defense had been added to this 
fisting, thought it advisable to gain further experience in relation to 
that large program. 

One of the problems in considering the total disposition of surplus 
property is that there are so many items that are in short supply and 
in long demand. By that, I mean there are not quantities to go 
around ; that it was our feeling that it was more important to serve for 
the time being, as long as so many needs were unmet, the educational 
institutions of this country, the health institutions, and civil defense. 
When the Congress enacted the civil-defense law, it placed a heavy 
administrative responsibility on us, which required a new procedure, 
and we were fearful that, in relation to the total responsibility, ad- 
ministratively we could not do a satisfactory job. 

We have at all times attempted 

Mr. McCormack. Is that because of lack of help or what? 

Mr. Lunn. No; that thing was so large, for one thing, and we had 
not had the procedure. 

It would have been a lack of help; yes, sir, if we had taken the 
total expansion. 

Mr. McCormack. I am talking about the fire fighters. 

Mr. Lunp. The fire fighters? No. 

Mr. McCormack. Confine it if you will to— 

Mr. Lunp. To the fire fighting ¢ 

Mr. McCormack. Not necessarily, but we would—each bill ought 
to be considered on its own merits, of course, now. 

Mr. Lunp. One of the problems as we see it in this program again 
relates to civil defense. Dariaatie under existing procedures volun- 
tary fire departments may get equipment if they have a training pro- 
gram under the civil defense procedure. 

That is a fact generally not known. We have given considerable 
equipment to volunteer fire departments under that program. 

The other problem that we do not have the answer to, however, we 
are going to undertake to try to get a survey so we know what is avail- 
able, generally speaking there is a feeling that there is a great deal 
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of fire-fighting surplus equipment throughout Government, and the 
inquiries that we have made to various defense units and other gov- 
ernmental agencies, we are unable to locate that which we feel would 
be any substantial quantity, and that probably we would disappoint a 
good many people if we took a position of supporting it and then 
could not deliver. 

We do not know the answer at this time, and therefore we have 
taken the position, until the needs of the schools and the hospitals and 
civil defense of this country are met, that it is the better choice for 
the Department to make to attempt to meet that need before ex- 
pansion. 

We are totally sympathetic to the purposes but we are not as yet 
prepared, we do not believe, to go further. 

Does that help you? 

Mr. McCormack. Well, I am not answering questions. 

Mr. Lunn. I mean does ‘that answer your question / 

Mr. McCormack. I will weigh your evidence. 

Mr. Lunp. Thank you. 

Mr. May. Mr. Lund, there is now, as you say, quite a bit of equip- 
ment that goes through the civil defense operation in the State to the 
volunteer firemen today. 

Mr. Iunp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. May. You say they have to qualify, they have to have a unit, 
established training unit, in the volunteer fire-fighting organization 
to qualify for that. 

Mr. Lunn. They have to be established under the State regulation 
so that they are a legal entity under the State’s jurisdiction and have 
a program of training for civil defense. 

Mr. May. All these volunteer fire- fighting units, when there is a 
catastrophe, are usually called on right away whether they are actually 
a recognized part of civilian defense or any other or ganization at the 
time; aren’t they ? 

Mr. Lunp. That is true. 

Now there is one other aspect of that that might be helpful to the 
group, and that is when there is such a catastrophe, by a certification 
of the civil defense, any available material in warehouse and even 
others in reserve can be called into use. But it then must go back 
onto that reserve for use at another time. 

Mr. May. Of course I have seen that happen recently in New Eng- 
land with our floods and hurricanes and so forth where the volunteer 
firemen have been called upon immediately along with the National 
Guard. 

In other words, the problem in your mind is that it is too difficult 
to proceed to allow that extra step beyond civilian defense to let every 
volunteer fire-fighting organization into this program because you 
are afraid you would not have enough material and equipment and 
manpower to handle the bookkeeping of it to extend it to that group; 
is that correct ? 

Mr. Lunp. That is. I think, the chief factor in it. 

I think there are other auxiliary things that could be considered. 

For example, where we assign any equipment to a school or to a de- 
fense unit for utilization, that material is there available in the com- 
munity for use in an emergency also, so there is that supplemental 
assistance that can come into play. 
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But the facts are, we really do not have enough information to 
know what the backlog or potential in this area 1s, and we felt we 
should try to ascertain that before we take a different position. 

Mr. May. From what you have said you would probably, though, 
put the volunteer fire-fighting units perhaps next in priority as far 
as being included in this program ? 

Mr. Lunp. The question that you raise, as it deals with priorities, 
again gives us some pause. 

In 1944 through 1948, when there was a priority system in vogue, 
that system was found to be both costly and expensive to govern- 
ment Sechene of the fact that you had to allow all groups to come 
into your warehouses and areas of storage to review the material to 
see whether they wanted it. The cost of housing, storing for long 
periods of time, became so high that the Congress at that time de- 
termined there should be no priority system, and we are concerned 
about the reestablishment of a priority system. 

I do not say that it is insurmountable, but I say it is a real admin- 
istrative headache to find a way to get equitable distribution, but I 
think I would have to go back to the original statement that basically 
I think we should make an effort to do a review to ascertain the pos- 
sible quantity in this area. 

I think it would be in error to build up in the minds of the people 
that there is a large quantity of this equipment, only to disappoint 
them. 

Mr. McCormack. Any further questions, Mr. May? 

Mr. May. I guess not, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. McCormack. Mr. Fogarty, do you want to ask any questions 
of Mr. Lund? 

Mr. Focarry. No. The only observation I would like to make is 
when you compare the local units of civilian defense of any State in 
the country today to anyevolunteer fire departments there is not any 
comparison because we do not have good local civilian defense units 
in any State that I know of or any city or any town. 

I do not know of a State that has a good program. Even the Federal 
Government has been attempting to bring this to the attention of the 
States, and the local communities. There just is not that interest. 

There certainly is more interest and more activity in the field of 
volunteer firemen than there is in civilian defense, and I would hope if 
any priorities are to be established or if your thinking is in that direc- 
tion that you would give that some consideration. 

Mr. McCormack. Well, it is not a question of priority, Mr. Lund. 
Tt is a question of being covered. We have no priority now except the 
Defense Department has given a priority to certain groups that has 
caused them a headache; is that right? 

Mr. Lunpv. That is correct. 

Mr. McCormack. In other words, if the volunteer firemen go over 
and convince the Secretary of Defense that they are at least on a com- 
parable status to the Boy Scouts, they can get a real priority. 

Mr. Lunn. That is correct. 

Mr. McCormack. They do not have to go through the—whoever the 
State director on surplus property might be in a particular State, but 
they can go directly themselves and if they are recognized by the 
Secretary of Defense as having military aspects and placed upon— 








20 DONATION OF SURPLUS GOVERNMENT PROPERTY 


declared eligible by him under that provision of the law which is in 
the Donable Property Act, which, of course, was a very extreme 
stretching, I am sure you will agree to that, they had to do a lot of 
stretching to get some of those organizations under that, and they 
probably—there is not any of these organizations if the Secretary of 
Defense declares them under that provision of law, but what would 
be eligible for donable property and for a preferential status. 

Mr. Lunn. That is the way we understand it. 

Mr. McCormack. Even above schools, colleges, charities, they could 
go in and take the donable property even over the colleges and hospi- 
tals and schools and the other beneficiaries of—the direct beneficiaries 
of—the Donable Property Act; is that correct ? 

Mr. Lunn. That is correct, as we understand it. 

Mr. McCormack. However, you say that through the civilian de- 
fense they can get—if they comply with certain civilian-defense train- 
ing programs, they are eligible to get property through the civilian 
defense ? 

Mr. Lunn. Yes, sir-—— 

Mr. McCormack. But, on the other hand, would that not put them 
subject to the civilian defense now ? 

Let’s explore that just a little. 

Would that not put them—these are men; now we can get.a look at 
the other side, my mind is open. I know the position taken by your 
Department and the Bureau of the Budget, and the General Services 
Administration. 

On the other hand, if that took place, then you are losing the iden- 
tity, submerging the identity of the fire fighters throughout ‘the N Vation 
as an organiz: ition to the civilian defense ; are you not ? r 

Mr. Lunp. I would think there would be that element in it, yes. 

Mr. McCormack. But the result would be that, yes, in part, anway ? 

Mr. Lunp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. In part? 

Mr. Lunn. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. What is your personal opinion about the fire 
fighters—are they an eligible group ? 

Mr. Lunp. I would certainly fee] that all units that serve the public 
interest where there is Government surplus should have its opportunity 
to have its fair share when the needs that are the most basic are first 
met, and in my judgment, the most basic need is still to health and 
education. 

The major thing again that bothers me as an individual in this is 
the fact that we have not been able to find reserve enough so that we 
think we could make a contribution to the fire fighters but we are 
continuing our study of this thing. 

Mr. McCormack. Itisa long study; is it not ? 

Mr. Lunp. No; you see this only came up now in recent months on 
this particular fire-fighting item. 

The study previously made related to other areas of the surplus 
property program, and not the fire-fighting equipment. 

Mr. McCormack. Well, you say one of. your principal difficulties 
would be that administrative aspect and that involves the money to 
employ the necessary people ? 

Mr. Lunp. That is right. 
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Mr. McCormack. Of course, you would have a very receptive field 
so far as your appropriation is assumed, with Congressman Fogarty, 
chairman of the subcommittee. 

Mr. Lunp. I do not think that.is a major problem. 

Mr. Fogarty. May I say if that is a problem we will take care of it. 
If that is the only thing that is holding this thing up we will give you 
more help, if you will come before our committee next year and make 
the request or I will ask you the direct question so that you will be in 
position to answer it. 


STATEMENT OF MANUEL B. HILLER, OFFICE OF THE GENERAL 
COUNSEL, DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND 
WELFARE 


Mr. Hitter. Mr. Chairman, my name is Manuel B. Hiller, and I 
am in the Office of the General Counsel of the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare. 

I think that we should not ignore, or the Department feels that we 
should not ignore, the fact that we have been faced with a multitude 
of proposals for extension of eligibility, and a consideration of any 
single one of these proposals without reference to the others does not 
present an entirely equitable picture. 

For that reason, I think it becomes of some value to note that there 
are many other public-interest activities which are not now eligible 
and with respect to which equity might seem to indicate an equal 
right to attain eligibility. 

The inclusion of all of these other organizations and institutions 
would then present some rather fearful problems in the field of admin- 
istration, and in the field of priority and conflict of interest for the same 
property, and the Department has pointed out in its report, which 
was delivered to the committee only this morning, reiterating what 
we had previously reported in connection with some of these other bills 
which had been considered by the committee-last year. 

Mr. McCormack. Well, the thought enters my mind that in your 
statement, assuming this bill was reported and became law, then you 
lessen the inequity by one ? 

Mr. Hitter. We may lessen it as to that one but increase it with 
respect to the others who have not been included. 

Mr. May. Also, Mr. Chairman 

Mr. McCormack. I am just probing, you understand my mind is 
open. 

Mr. May. I want to probe a little further. 

Mr. McCormack. I want you to. 

Mr. May. I would guess one of the basic reasons why all these kinds 
of bills have been opposed is that you hesitate to put one over the other 
or make a decision that would involve several others if you approved 
one, besides the other reasons that you gave. 

Would not that be correct ? 

Mr. Hitier. That is one of the additional reasons that the Depart- 
ment has had in mind, and we had indicated in 1955, when it was pro- 
posed to extend eligibility for civil-defense purposes, that our ap- 
proval of that proposal was motivated by the overriding interests of 
national security, that the civil-defense proposal represented. 
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Mr. McCormack. Well, don’t fire fighters come within the same 
realm ? 

Mr. Hitter. Well, as Mr. Lund had pointed out, those fire-fighting 
organizations which now have been designated under State law in ac- 
cordance with the provisions—current provisions of the act, and whose 
State plans have been approved by the State civil-defense director or 
State civil-defense organizations—are now eligible to receive property 
for such civil-defense training or opentional readiness programs as 
the fire-fighting organizations may have developed. 

Mr. McCormack. W ell, has any of them been approved ? 

Mr. Hitter. I think so, yes. 

Mr. McCormack. Do you have evidence of how many ? 

Mr. Lunn. No, I could get it for the record if that be your pleasure, 
but I do not recall. 

But there are a considerable number of the States that have those 
approved. 

Mr. May. As Mr. Fogarty said, the volunteer fire-fighting organiza- 
tions in many cases are much better than the civilian defense units and 
usually are the ones called wpon in the area of disasters. 

Mr. Fogarty. Also may I add just one more thing that I think was 
a mistake when you considered civil defense, because it was not organ- 
ized on a local level as it should have been, and never has been, and 
much of the property that has been distributed to civil-defense groups 
in States have gone to wrack and ruin because of the maintenance costs 
that were involved and they did not have the sufficient funds to main- 
tain the equipment that was given tothem. 

And in many areas, some of this equipment was given to fire de- 
partments because they just could not handle it, did not have the 
organization to handle it and did not have the funds to properly 
maintain the equipment that was given to these civil-defense units. 

I think if there is an area that should be investigated it should be 
what has happened to this surplus property that has been given to the 
civil-defense units because then I think that would be all the more 
reason why you should take into consideration these bills that have 
been introduced. 

That part of the program has not worked out well. 

The health, education, and welfare programs have, but this one, I 
think, might turn out to be a disgrace. 

Mr. McCormack. a Nimtz, do you want to ask any questions? 

Mr. Niwrz. No, Mr. Chairman; I want to concur in what Mr. Fo- 
garty said that the a of civil defense should be investigated but I 
also want to say a word of praise and commendation to these gentle- 
men. I am active in the Boy Scouts and Salvation Army in South 
Bend and we have seen the wonderful results of this program in these 
two fields. We have developed a new Boy Scout camp for our council 
although we go up into Michigan to do our camping. We have de- 
veloped an excellent camp through the surplus property such as 
plates and silverware, tents, tools, and things such as that that our 
Scout executives have been able to locate in the Midwest from your 
program. You and your department have done a marvelous, effective 
Job for organizations such as the Boy Scouts. 

My only plea is there are a lot of tarpaulins, lanterns, floodlights, 
pickaxes, generators, and other things that these fire fighters could 
use. Yes, the civil defense, might have it in the community but when 
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the emergency arises and these volunteers jump on their trucks or get 
in their car and put on the blue light and head for the fire, when they 
arrive there, they may be 7 or 10 miles from that equipment and cannot 
get it there in an emergency. It has to be on the spot and readily 
available or it is no good to you. 

Mr. McCormack. If you have the fire fighters established with the 
Boy Scouts you have a real preferential status over even what the 
schools, colleges, and hospitals have under the law. 

In other words, all you have got to do is go to the Secretary of De- 
fense and persuade him that it comes within the accepted category 
of the existing law just like the Boy Scouts were and then you have 
a real preference. 

Mr. Nuwrz. If Mr. Fogarty would join me with his eloquence I 
would be glad to go over to the Secretary of Defense and join in that. 
But we want to make sure—that volunteer fire-fighting organizations 
come within the act. I know it is a difficult decision to make in light 
of the Department’s unfavorable recommendation, but the committee 
with their broad shoulders, I know could make the decision and stand 
by it and help these dedicated people who compose these volunteer 
fire-fighting organizations. 

Thank you, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. It seems to me the fire fighters ought to be entitled 
to a favorable decision more than the Boy Scouts and some of the 
other organizations, not that I have not got a very high regard for 
them for I have. 

But that decision has disturbed the members of this select subcom- 
mittee and disturbed me as the author of the Donable Property Act. 

You see the Donable Property Act came about because the Defense 
Department, through an erroneous interpretation of the law, in my 
opinion, had declared that property was no longer needed in stock- 
fund operations, was not surplus, and could not be donated. 

Now, if they declared it surplus, then it-had to go down to the Gen- 
eral Services and then to the Health, Education, and Welfare; did it 
not ? 

But by declaring it excess for stock-fund purposes only, it did not be- 
come surplus and they sold it and they were getting on an average of 
about 6 cents on the acquisition dollar selling this property which was 
in fact surplus, and putting the receipts back into the stock fund. 
Since 95 percent of your surplus property comes from the Defense 
Department, the result was that the existing law was defeated 
through the clever operation of the Defense Department in surplus 
property excess rather than surplus, and we had to meet that situa- 
tion. 

Now, in the old law, when it was wide open, an awful lot of abuses 
arose, and one of the problems facing this committee is that we are 
in no way deciding against the fine intentions of every organization 
seeking legislation, that if you open it wide then these abuses come 
back on the part of a few. It is always happening in life and then 
it defeats the whole program because when you pick up this abuse 
where some organization got it or some group got it and then sold it, 
as happened some years ago, not used it for themselves, but under the 
guise of being a beneficiary under the law, they got certain surplus 
property, then they sold it, is that right, Mr. Lund, they sold it? 

Mr. Lunp. That is right. 
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Mr. McCormack. It only takes a few abuses like that to create a 
wave of public opinion and then the whole law is defeated. Ninety- 
eight percent of the.groups who were beneficiaries and who conform 
with the law have to suffer for 1 or 2 percent who abuse it and we have 
had that history, and that is what you have got to be very careful not 
to extend it too far, impugning nobody’s motives but knowing human 
nature on the part of a small group, and the effect upon the whole law 
itself, and that is one of the reasons why, main reasons why you have 
to be, the committee has to be awfully careful because we know it is 
only a matter of time when the effectiveness of the whole law will be 
impaired, if not defeated, and one has to be cautious and it is in no 
way impugning anybody’s motives but we know what happened before. 

Those remarks are not addressed against any particular bill pending 
before the committee but is a broad statement. 

Let me ask you, Mr. Lund, is the Education, Health, and Civil De- 
fense now getting the maximum available surplus property ? 

Mr. Lunp. No, I think they are not for several reasons. 

One is this is a cooperative arrangement between the States and the 
Federal Government, and we have problems, of course, in transporta- 
tion, screening, and costs. Because of the fact that you have to screen 
the property, you have to evaluate it and it would not be advantageous 
to take all of it and place it: ont, some of it is not applicable. 

For example, in certain types of tools, the school cannot use it ad- 
vantageously, it is either not properly powered, overpowered, or maybe 
in such condition that the transportation cost is too high. 

We have continued to encourage the States, and we have ourselves 
attempted to expand our screening, and we think that it is generally 
becoming better and better, but I would say, in answer, that I think 
we are getting the majority that is suitable for this purpose, but a 
hundred percent, no. 

We can still improve in that area. 

Mr. May. Apparently some of the volunteer fire-fighting units did 
not realize they could get their property through civilian defense. 

Mr. Lunn. We would be perfectly willing to give any volunteer fire 
department that writes for information and assistance on how to pro- 
ceed in any way possible. 

This of course comes under the civil-defense setup, the arrangements 
between our department and the Civil Defense Administrator gen- 
erally provide that the rules and-regulations are under the jurisdiction 
of Civil Defense and they do require State approved plans. 

But we have not run into any serious difficulty. Currently as far 
as we can make the observation, we have more requests for this kind 
of item than the screeners are able to locate. 

But we will continue to make inquiry into this area to see what the 
potential is. 

Mr. McCormack. Mr. Nimtz? 

Mr. Nimrz. Mr. Chairman, if I may make one other statement. 
These gentlemen can speak for themselves as typical fire-fighting com- 
panies but from my experience in Indiana I have found a reluctance on 
the part of volunteer fire departments to come within the jurisdiction 
or framework of the civil defense organization. 

These volunteer firemen are willing to cooperate and render service 
at any time, but when you get into the question of jurisdiction and 
you are working with a township trustee or a board of county super- 
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visors or county commissioners, you find a realm of chain of com- 
mand and of supervision that they may not want to complicate by 
coming: within the structure and hierarchy of the civil defense organ- 
izations. I have found a reluctance by these volunteer firemen to 
come within that particular orbit or realm of command there. They 
want to stay within their own particular jurisdiction. 

Mr. May. Mr. Chairman, on that, I think I would have to make 
a statement, too. 

From analyzing this bill and talking to many volunteer fire-fighting 
units in Connecticut, I would say the same thing. They are always 
ready to volunteer and work hard in the various disasters. In my 
town, which happens to be the oldest town in Connecticut, I think 
they have the oldest volunteer fire department in existence in the 
United States, in continuous existence, and I know that they are ready, 
willing, and able to help the State in emergencies but they have their 
own interests, and they run their own drives and in their own ways 
as do all the other towns in the State and are very well organized 
but they do not like to be under the jurisdiction of any other organ- 
ization, but are always ready to tie right in when the occasion comes 
up and that may be, plus lack of knowledge of this other thing, the 
reason why many of them have not participated in the program. 

Mr. McCormack. Well, we will call you again, Mr. Lend 

We have these other gentlemen who have come here. 

Mr. Williams J. Thomas ITT. 

Is Mr. Thomas here? 

Mr. Tuomas. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. Will you give us your address, Mr. Thomas? 
And whom you represent ? 


STATEMENT OF W. J. THOMAS III, PRESIDENT, SANDY SPRING 
VOLUNTEER FIRE DEPARTMENT, INC., MONTGOMERY COUNTY, 
MD. 


Mr. Tuomas. Yes, sir. I am, as you know, W. J. Thomas ITI, the 
president of the Sandy Spring Volunteer Fire Department, Inc., and 
the chairman of the public relations committee of the Montgomery 
County Association of Volunteer Firemen. 

I also served last year as the chairman of the Montgomery County 
Fire Board, which is a semiofficial unit of the Montgomery County 
government, and I was asked to come here in a hurry, so, as has been 
stated, I have no prepared statement. 

Mr. McCormack. You go right ahead. 

Mr. Tuomas. I would like very much to speak in favor—would you 
say I was prejudiced if I used Representative Hyde’s bill? 

Mr. McCormack. Go ahead. 

Mr. Tuomas. He is my Representative, you know. 

Mr. McCormack. Go right ahead. 

Mr. Tuomas. We have in Montgomery County more than 1,200 
volunteer firemen, and we serve an area of about 524 square miles and 
] think probably we have a large percentage of the House of Repre- 
sentatives who have homes in that area. 

So some of them are familiar with what we do, and so are you. 

However, we always are hard put to it to find equipment. 
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A new fire truck of the type that we deem proper to protect life and 
property costs in the neighborhood of from $25,000 to $30,000 and 
when you have a volunteer fire department, which is subject to the 
whims of its, shall I say, customers, to support it, $25,000 to $30,000 
comes very hard. 

So that any attempt to reissue surplus Government property which 
would help us and help reduce our expense of operation would be a 
tremendous boon to us. 

Mr. Lund, in speaking for the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare, made the remark that he was interested in education 
almost primarily. 

However, the type of equipment that we would use seems to me to 
be slightly removed from the province of education. 

To pick up a quota of tarpaulins and things of that nature—surplus 
generators, for example, to give our firehouses emergency power serv- 
ice, as happened last winter when our department was out of electricity 
for some 2 or 3 days. 

These things when made available to us would be taken care of. It 
would reduce the storage problem, and we also ought to say something 
about accepting gear from civil defense. 

In Montgomery County, all of our departments are adequately 
trained and have training programs under the University of Maryland 
fire service, and we have ean able to get a littlke—and I would like 
to emphasize the word “little”’—help through the civil defense. 

But we found—we have found out already that the acceptance of 
this property has, well it should be a little dramatic to say delivered us 
into the hands of civil defense; we think we are the original civil 
defense, the volunteer fire services. 

We go when the first bell rings. 

So in order to have to wait for the civil defense department to get 
its redtape into organization has held us up more than once already. 

We are the first to cooperate with them, but we are also rather 
independent. Of course, the average American citizen is never depend- 
ent or anything like that. But I think volunteer firemen are more so 
than most, otherwise we would not go out in the dark hours or the 
stormy nights and risk our lives and lose them. 

I do not want to get carried away with myself but asking me to talk 
about volunteer fire department is like turning on the spigot and 
throwing away the handle. 

I have been one for over 20 years; the fire department of which I 
have the honor to be the president has been in existence for 34 years. 
We have what we consider first-class equipment but, as with everything, 
we are always short with the things we need. 

We need more hose. We know such hose is available to us under the 
surplus-property program. 

We need such things as electric generators. We need what might be 
called squad equipment, such as used in a hurricane type of disaster. 

We can use lots of stuff that is or could be available to us under this 
program. We do not think it would be in competition with other pro- 
grams as put forth by Mr. Lund’s department. 

So I would like to speak for our over 1,200 firemen—one other thing 
before I go away from the thing altogether. 

It might interest the committee to know that it costs the 16 volun- 
teer and semipaid departments in Montgomery County approxi- 
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mately $850,000 each year to operate, and this money has to come 
from our communities, and in some cases our taxpayers. Some of 
our companies are allowed a small tax support, something in the 
neighborhood of, let’s say, 10 cents a hundred dollars assessed valua- 
tion for the record in some cases. 

Others are still dependent upon voluntary contributions. And, if 
we have to spend nearly a million dollars, any other equipment that 
we can get would help us tremendously in holding down this ex- 
penditure of funds. ' 

I realize that surplus property has already been bought and paid 
for by the taxpayers and I cannot see any better use for it than to be 
passed on to people such as the volunteer fire departments and res- 
cue squads—I do not want to omit them because their service is im- 
portant to life. 

Mr. McCormack. Well, aren’t they a part of these volunteer fire- 
men ? 

Mr. Tuomas. In many cases, yes. 

In Montgomery County it so happens we have two independent 
rescue squads operating alongside the volunteer fire services reason- 
ably peaceably in most cases. 

So I would like these things that I have said to indicate that we 
would like very much to see a bill such as this proposed by Repre- 
sentative Hyde and his—the other bills presented by his coworkers, 
become a part of the law of these United States. 

Mr. McCormack. Any questions, Mr. May ? 

Mr. May. No questions. 

Mr. McCormack. Anybody else appearing here in favor of the fire 
fighters bill ? 

Mr. Nimitz. We have three gentlemen here from one of the Vir- 
ginia counties. I asked Mr. Broyhill to send some representatives. 

They may want to make a statement or observation in light of the 
proceedings here this morning. 

Mr. McCormack. Any of you gentlemen want to say something? 


STATEMENT OF FERRIS FILLEY, PRESIDENT, DUN LORING VOLUN- 
TEER FIRE DEPARTMENT, FAIRFAX COUNTY, VA. 


Mr. Fittey. My name is F. B. Filley. Iam president of the Dun 
Loring Fire Department and also president of the county associa- 
tion. 

It might be said at that moment and I could say it that I repre- 
sent 18, 19 volunteer fire companies, over 1,500 men. 

This problem has not been taken up with them but I am sure they 
would agree with me, after trying to buy surplus material at Fort 
Belvoir and Fort Myer, Camp Meade, and other places like that in 
competition with other people, and not getting it frequently, and as 
the gentleman says, not having the money so frequently, because it 
comes in dribbles of 25 and 50 cents and a dollar and frequently 
nothing at all, and the engines costing what they do, it would cer- 
tainly be a welcome thing if we were permitted to get this equip- 
ment through this program. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. McCormack. Any other gentleman ? 
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Mr. Robinson ? 


STATEMENT OF G. B. ROBINSON, CHIEF, BURKE VOLUNTEER FIRE 
DEPARTMENT, FAIRFAX COUNTY, VA. 


Mr. Roprnson. My name is B.G. Robinson. Iam chief of the Burke 
Volunteer Fire Department, Inc., at Burke, Va. I am heartily in 
favor of the bills that are before the committee and I hope they may 
be enacted into law. 

If they are enacted into law, or one of them is enacted into law, it 
will certainly be, I think, a great help to the volunteer fire depart- 
ments. 

~~ department is 1 of the 18 fire departments in Fairfax County— 

9, I should say, including Falls Church—to which they responded to 
1,985 alarms of fire last year, in the year 1957. 

As you have already been told, new fire-fighting equipment is ex- 
tremely expensive, and as now set up in Fairfax County each depart- 
ment has to have as a minimum one 500-gallon-per-minute pumper 
and one auxiliary piece of motorized equipment. 

The auxiliary equipment is used generally for fighting ground fires. 

Mr. Lund has mentioned the scarcity of surplus equipment for fire 
departments. I have with me, Mr. Chairman, a copy of a sales catalog 
issued October 1956 by the Harlan Supply Co. at Los Angeles, Calif., 
which on its last page—and I will hand you this—shows a picture of 
a surplus fire truck, a 500-gallon pumper in good condition, military 
units released by government after minimum usage, all motors and 
pumps tested and guaranteed, 1941 GMC, 500-¢ eallon- -per-minute pump, 
and 1941 Chevrolet high-pressure hardy, $1,7! 50. 


For further information, send for truck list. 


Mr. Chairman, I believe this would be indicative that there may be 
equipment available that could be used by volunteer fire departments. 
My friend from Montgomery County has mentioned generators. That 
is an item that is badly needed in most fire dep: irtments in these areas, 
heavy generators about which we could maintain power and communi- 
cation when normal services are disrupted. 

Trucks such as illustrated in that catalog would be very beneficial 
to volunteer fire departments for fighting ground fires. 

We hesitate and dislike very much to take a piece of apparatus that 
costs us maybe $15,000, $20,000, or $25,000 down through a wood road 
to go on a hillside to protect a eround fire or to extinguish it. Equip- 
ment of that kind—and we have one piece which we paid $190 for, an 
old truck, down at Fort Belvior. We put a tank on it, mounted a 
midship pump, equipped it with radio, and had it painted, and it is 
in service today. It has meant the difference between success and 
failure on the fire ground on several occasions in my department. 

I would like very much, indeed, as would the other fire departments 
in the country, to see a bill such as is before this committee made 
law. Ithank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Nrmtz. Mr. Alexander would like to say a few words, Mr. Chair- 
man, if he may. 

Mr. McCormack. I will hear him. 
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STATEMENT OF MILTON ALEXANDER, FIRE COMMISSIONER, FRAN- 
CONIA FIRE DEPARTMENT, FAIRFAX COUNTY, VA. 


Mr. Avexanper. Mr. Chairman, my name is Milton Alexander, and 
I am a representative of the fire commissioner of the Franconia Fire 
Department. 

I am a member of the Fairfax County Fire Commission of Fran- 
conia Fire Department. 

One of my functions on the fire commission is chairman of the equip- 
ment committee. It was found necessary a few years ago to establish 
this committee to bring the standards of the fire- fighting equipment 
up to a point where it “would be dependable and ready to use at all 
times. 

This committee at various times finds itself with the problem of 
replacing worn, outdated equipment, and it would be a big help to all 
the fire departments if they could get some first-class surplus fire- 
fighting equipment. 

“I think the expenditures of Fairfax County alone last year to replace 
some of their equipment was in the neighborhood of $150,000. 

Mr. Robinson just told you about some of the surplus equipment 
that they had purchased through Fort Belvoir and other agencies. 

We also have the problem of pea, pumps, small | appliances, 
items like that, which we feel can be obtained cn surplus lists, 
and would save us considerable amounts of money instead of going out 
in the open market and buying them. 

I think this bill would be a big help to all the volunteer fire depart- 
ments in my State. 

Mr. McCormack. Well, thank you. 

I notice the next bill is H. R. 9522 introduced by Congressman 
Keating. 

(HH. R. 9522 follows:) 


[H. R. 9522, 85th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 to 
authorize the disposal of surplus property to certain welfare agencies 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That paragraph (1) of subsection (j) of 
section 203 of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 
(40 U.S. C., see. 484), is amended by inserting immediately after “or for research 
for any such purpose” the following: “, or for utilization by welfare or recreation 
agencies”. 

Sec. 2. Paragraph (3) of such subsection (j) 

(1) by inserting immediately after “or for research for any such _purpose” 
the following: “, or for utilization by welfare or recreation agencies” 

(2) by striking out “and (B)” and inserting “(B)”; and 

(3) by inserting immediately after ““Internal Revenue Code of 1954” the 
following: “, and (C) welfare or recreation agencies”. 

Sec. 3. Paragraph (2) of subsection (k) of such section 203 is amended— 

(1) by striking out “or” at the end of subparagraph (D) ; 

(2) by striking out “law,” in subparagraph (E) and inserting in lieu 
thereof “law; or”; and 

(3) by inserting immediately after such subparagraph (E) the following: 

“(F) the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welf re, in the case of prop- 
erty transferred pursuant to this Act to welfare or recreation agencies—’”’. 

Sec. 4. Such section 203 is further amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new subsection : 

“(p) As used in this section, the term ‘welfare or recreation agencies’ means 
tax-supported or tax-exempt welfare or recreation agencies which serve people 
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in institutions and in groups, but in the case of any such agency which is a tax- 
exempt voluntary agency, includes only an agency which meets at least one of 
the following criteria— 
(1) such agency is licensed by a State standard-setting agency ; 
“(2) such agency receives funds through a State or local community fund 
or similar federated fund-raising body ; or 
“(3) such agency is affiliated with, or is a part of, a national standard- 
setting organization.” 


Mr. McCormack. Without objection the statement from Congress- 
man Dennison from Ohio will be inserted in the record at this point. 
(Statement of Congressman Dennison follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. Davin S. DENNISON, JR., A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF OHIO 


Mr. Chairman, first, permit me to thank you for your kindness and courtesy 
in permitting me to appear before you today on behalf of H. R. 11115 which I 
introduced some time ago. 

As you know, this bill proposes to amend the Federal Property and Administra- 
tive Services Act of 1949 to permit the donation of surplus Government property 
to volunteer fire-fighting organizations. 

We have, throughout this country, literally thousands of volunteer fire-fighting 
organizations which are protecting the lives and property of millions of our 
fellow citizens. These volunteers work without pay and give unstintingly of 
their time and courage in the performance of their duty. In many cases, par- 
ticularly in the State of Ohio, volunteer fire departments must rely upon their 
own fund-raising techniques to obtain the necessary money with which to pur- 
chase fire-fighting equipment. 

It has been my thought for a long time after observing the volunteer fire- 
fighting organizations in my own 11th Congressional District of Ohio and wit- 
nessing the efficiency and the devotion with which they apply themselves to their 
task, that their burden could be in some measure lifted, that the lives and prop- 
erty of our friends could achieve in some measure greater protection, and that 
this Government could be granted a method of disposing of surplus property in a 
fashion which would be of value to every American far in excess of the intrinsic 
value of the property itself. 

Mr. Chairman, all of these objectives can be accomplished by permitting the 
General Services Administration to deliver, without cost, except for costs of 
eare and handling, such equipment, material, books, and other supplies as 
have been declared surplus. 

Since I introduced this bill, Mr. Chairman, I have received literally hundreds 
of communications from grateful firemen and grateful volunteer fire depart- 
ments in my district in support of this measure. 

I know that there are other similar bills which have been introduced and 
which are being heard before your committee, and I would like to state at 
this point that I have no particular pride of authorship and that my sole 
concern is that this measure, or a similar one, be acted upon favorably by 
your committee as soon as possible so that the matter can be given considera- 
tion on the floor of the House before adjournment and so that the spirits 
of those who guard our homes, although already high, can be given added 
encouragement, and we can say to our volunteer fire fighters in our own way 
“Well done.” 


Mr. McCormack. Without objection, other statements will be in- 
serted in the record as members desire to have them inserted in the 
record. 

(The documents referred to follow :) 

(Statement of Congresswoman Blitch follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. IRIs FatrctorTa BLITCH, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FRoM THE STATE OF GEORGIA 


Mr. Chairman, I have received numerous requests in recent years for assist- 
ance from welfare and recreation agencies of my district which were in need 
of surplus Government properties. 
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In each instance the agency making the request was ruled ineligible for 
transfer of such properties under present Federal regulations, even when it 
was for educational purposes. 

The Georgia State Agency for Surplus Property is a branch of the State 
department of education. Its director has advised me on several occasions 
that the agency would be pleased to render service to such organizations as 
the Georgia Safety Patrol Camp if it had authority under the law to do so. 

My experience indicates a proven need for amending the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949 to authorize the disposal of surplus 
property to welfare and volunteer fire-fighting organizations; tax-supported 
camps and public recreation centers; and public health agencies of the States. 

I wholeheartedly support the various bills now under consideration by this 
special subcommittee to extend the donation of surplus Government properties 
to these additional agencies. 

Thank you for granting me this opportunity to present a statement today 
in support of these various bills amending the Federal Property and Adminis- 
trative Services Act of 1949. 


Mr. McCormack. Mr. Baldwin, I notice you are here. 

Are you interested in 9522? 

Mr. Batpwin. Mr. Chairman, the bill I am interested in is H. R. 5438. 
Mr. McCormack. 543% Yes. 

Allright. We will hear you, Congressman Baldwin. 

Mr. Nrmtz. Mr. Chairman, we certainly want to thank you for this 


opportunity and the great amount of time the committee has given 
to us. 

The volunteer fire fighters all over the country will be very apprecia- 
tive of the committee’s interest in this subject matter and for the 
amount of time the committee has allowed us to present our case. 

Thank you, sir. 

(H. R. 543, 7067, and 10789 follow :) 


[H. R. 543, 85th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 to per- 


mit the donation and other disposal of property to tax-supported public recreation 
agencies 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assemdled, That (a) paragraph (1) of section 203 (j) of 
the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended (40 
U. 8. C., sec. 484 (j)), is amended by inserting “public recreation,” immediately 
after “public health,”. 

(b) The first sentence of paragraph (3) of section 203 (j) of such Act of 1949, 
as amended, is amended— 

(1) by striking out ‘‘or public health,” and by inserting in lieu thereof 
**, public health, or public recreation,”. 

(2) by striking out “and (B)” and inserting in lieu thereof “(B)”, and 

(3) by inserting immediately before the period at the end thereof the 
following: ‘“‘and (C) tax-supported public recreation agencies of any State, 
or of any political subdivision of a State.”. 

Sec. 2. (a) The first sentence of paragraph (1) of section 203 (k) of such Act 
of 1949, as amended (40 U. S. C., sec. 484 (k)) is amended by inserting before the 
period at the end thereof a comma and the following: “or for use in the promo- 
tion of public recreation”. 

(b) Paragraph (1) of such section 203 (k) is further amended— 

(1) by redesignating subparagraphs (C) and (D) as subparagraphs (D) 
and (EB), 

(2) by striking out subparagraph (A) and subparagraph (B) in the sub- 
paragraph so redesignated as subparagraph (D) and inserting in lieu there- 
of “subparagraphs (A), (B), and (C)”; and 

(3) by inserting after subparagraph (B) the following new subparagraph: 

“(C) Subject to the disapproval of the Administrator within thirty days 
after notice to him by the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare of a 
proposed transfer of property for use in the promotion of public recreation, 
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the Secretary, through such officers and employees of the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare as he may designate, may sell or lease such 
real property for public recreation purposes to tax-supported public recrea- 
tion agencies of any State or of any political subdivision of a State.” 

(c) Paragraph (2) of such section 203 (k) is amended by striking out “or” 
at the end of subparagraph (D), by striking out the comma at the end of sub- 
paragraph (E) and inserting in lieu thereof “; or’, and by inserting immedi- 
ately after subparagraph (E) the following new subparagraph : 

“(F) The Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, through such officer 
or employee of the Department as he may designate, in the case of property trans- 
ferred pursuant to this Act to tax-supported public recreation agencies of any 
State or of any political subdivision of a State for use in the promotion of public 
recreation.”. 

Sec. 3. Section 203 (0) of such Act of 1949, as amended (40 U. S. C., sec. 484 
(0)) is amended by striking out “educational or public health institutions” and 
inserting in lieu thereof “educational or public health institutions, or public 
recreation agencies,”. 


{H. R. 7067, 85th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 to per- 
mit the donation and other disposal of property to tax-supported public recreation 
agencies 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That (a) paragraph (1) of section 203 (j) 
of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended (40 
U. S. C., sec. 484 (j)), is amended by inserting “public recreation,” immediately 
after “public health,”’. 

(b) The first sentence of paragraph (3) of section 203 (j) of such Act of 1949, 
as amended, is amended— 

(1) by striking out “or public health,” and by inserting in lieu thereof 
‘“*, public health, or public recreation,”, 

(2) by striking out “and (B)” and inserting in lieu thereof “(B)”, and 

(3) by inserting immediately before the period at the end thereof the 
following: “and (C) tax-supported public recreation agencies of any State, 
or of any political subdivision of a State.”’. 

Sec. 2. (a) The first sentence of paragraph (1) of section 203 (k) of such Act 
of 1949, as amended (40 U. 8S. C., sec. 484 (k)) is amended by inserting before the 
period at the end thereof a comma and the following: “or for use in the promo- 
tion of public recreation”’. 

(b) Paragraph (1) of such section 203 (k) is further amended— 

(1) by redesignating subparagraphs (C) and (D) as subparagraphs (D) 
and (EB), 

(2) by striking out subparagraph (A) and subparagraph (B) in the sub- 
paragraph so redesignated as subparagraph (D) and inserting in lieu thereof 
“subparagraphs (A), (B), and (C)”; and 

(3) by inserting after subparagraph (B) the following new subparagraph: 

“(C) Subject to the disapproval of the Administrator within thirty days 
after notice to him by the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare of a 
proposed transfer of property for use in the promotion of public recreation. 
the Secretary, through such officers and employees of the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare as he may designate, may sell or lease such 
real property for public recreation purposes to tax-supported public recrea- 
tion agencies of any State or of any political subdivision of a State.” 

(c) Paragraph (2) of such section 203 (k) is amended by striking out “or” 
at the end of subparagraph (D), by striking out the comma at the end of sub- 
paragraph (E) and inserting in lieu thereof “; or’, and by inserting immediately 
after subparagraph (E) the following new subparagraph: 

“(F) The Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, through such officer 
or employee of the Department as he may designate, in the case of property 
transferred pursuant to this Act to tax-supported public recreation agencies of 
any State or of any political subdivision of a State for use in the promotion of 
public recreation.”. 

Sec. 3. Section 203 (0) of such Act of 1949, as amended (40 U. S. C., sec. 484 
(o)) is amended by striking out “educational or public health institutions” and 
inserting in lieu thereof “educational or public health institutions, or public 
recreation agencies,”. 
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[H. R. 10789, 85th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 to per- 
mit = donation and other disposal of property to tax-supported public recreation 
agencies 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled, That (a) paragraph (1) of section 
203 (j) of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as 
amended (40 U. S. C. 484 (j)), is amended by inserting “public recreation,” im- 
mediately after “public health,”. 

(b) The first sentence of paragraph (3) of section 203 (j) of such Act of 
1949, as amended, is amended— 

(1) by striking out “or public health,” and by inserting in lieu thereof 
“public health, or pubtic recreation,” ; 

(2) by striking out “and (B)” and inserting in lieu thereof “B’; and 

(3) by inserting immediately before the period at the end thereof the 
following: “and (C) tax-supported public recreation agencies of any State, 
or of any political subdivision of a State”. 

Sec. 2. (a) The first sentence of paragraph (1) of section 203 (k) of such Act 
of 1949, as amended (40 U. 8. C. 484 (k)) is amended by inserting before the 
period at the end thereof a comma and the following: “or for use in the promo- 
tion of public recreation”. 

(b) Paragraph (1) of such section 203 (k) is further amended— 

(1) by redesignating subparagraphs (C) and (D) as subparagraphs (D) 
and (E); 

(2) by striking out “subparagraph (A) and subparagraph (B)” in the 
subparagraph so redesignated as subparagraph (D) and inserting in lieu 
thereof “subparagraphs (A), (B), and (C)”; and 

(3) by inserting after subparagraph (B) the following new subparagraph: 

“(C) Subject to the disapproval of the Administrator within thirty days 
after notice to him by the S»cretary of Health, Education, and Welfare of a 
proposed transfer of property for use in the promotion of public recreation, 
the Secretary, through such officers and employees of the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare as he may designate, may sell or lease such 
real property for public recreation purposes to tax-supported public recrea- 
tion agencies of any State or of any political subdivision of a State.” 

(c) Paragraph (2) of such section 203 (k) is amended by striking out “or” at 
the end of subparagraph (D), by striking out the comma at the end of sub- 
paragraph (E) and inserting in lieu thereof “; or’, and by inserting immediately 
after subparagraph (E) the following new subparagraph: 

“(F) The Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, through such officer 
or employee of the Department as he may Gesignate, in the case of property 
transferred pursuant to this Act to tax-supported public recreation agencies 
of any State or of any political subdivision of a State for use in the promotion 
of public recreation.”. 

Sec. 3. Section 208 (0) of such Act of 1949, as amended (40 U. S. C. 484 (0)), 
is amended by striking out “educational or public health institutions” and 
inserting in lieu thereof “educational or public health institutions, or public 
recreation agencies,”. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN F. BALDWIN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Batpwin. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to ap- 
pear before this subcommittee. I introduced H. R. 543 at the begin- 
ning of the 85th Congress at the request of the California State Di- 
rector of Recreation, and also as a result of a great deal of interest in 
the measure by a recreation district at Vallejo in my congressional 
district in California, and since introducing it, I have received a tre- 
mendous amount of correspondence from public recreation districts 
throughout the United States, one of them from the recreation board 
of the District of Columbia, one of them from the North Carolina 
Recreation Society and a great number of others. 
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This bill would simply add the words “tax supported public recrea- 
tion agencies,” to the groups that are now covered, that is educational 
facilities are covered, and health and civil defense, and this would 
add tax-supported public recreation agencies. 

And I would like to say, Mr. Chairman, that the city of Vallejo in 
Solano County is a typical county where this would be of benefit. 

Vallejo is where the Mare Island shipyard is located. The tax base 
is very limited because the shipyard is not on the tax base and yet the 
great, number of people employed there have families and youngsters 
that are taken care of during the school hours by the schools. But 
then when the school hours are closed the need of providing them with 
proper recreation facilities continues, and it is especially true during 
the summer months. 

It seems to me if we recognized in the bill we passed dealing with 
education that there was some benefit to be gained through this pro- 
gram it would apply not only to the hours the youngsters are in school 
but to the hours they are not in school but still in need of proper 
guidance and proper training. 

And in Vallejo we have a recreational district. They are in need of 
equipment that would be available in the way of surplus from the 
Mare Island Naval Shipyard and Benicia Arsenal and other installa- 
tions that would be of great help in providing an adequate recrea- 
tional program for these youngsters. 

They also are in need of real property upon which to put their 
recreational facilities, and in the city of Vallejo at the present time 
there are several hundred acres of surplus property which came from 
war housing or other Federal activities which has not been disposed of 
but is still in process, and legislation of this type would make it pos- 
sible for tax-supported public agencies without funds to acquire at 
least sufficient surplus property to develop the recreational facilities 
they need. 

As I say it seems to me this ties right in with the theory under 
which we enacted the law to make it possible for school districts to 
take care of surplus property because the schools take care of the 
youngsters only 6 or 7 hours a day and then there are many addi- 
tional hours not only on school days but weekends and 3 months dur- 
ing the summer, that a tax supported public recreation district has 
the burden of providing a program for these youngsters living in 
fairly populated areas and keeping them occupied to avoid diverting 
their energies to things that are detrimental to the community, and 
that is the reason I introduced this measure, Mr. Chairman. 

It has received a great deal of recognition from recreation agencies 
throughout the country, and I hope very much that the subcommittee 
may give it favorable consideration. 

Mr. McCormack. Any questions, Mr. May ? 

Mr. May. The only question that came to my mind, Mr. Chairman, 
was this recreation apparently is apart from the school system. I 
know in many towns the schools and their schoolyards have recrea- 
tional facilities there and that the children use after the school is over 
for the day. 

Would not it be possible for the recreation needs to be developed 
through the school system in a case like that? 

Mr. Batpwrin. Well, this is a public recreation district. It coordi- 
nates with the school system but it has found that there is a need for 
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additional facilities beyond those that are available in some of the 

schools in this particular community, and I think that is true in many 
communities throughout the United States. 

Mr. May. Thank you. I see. 

Mr. McCormack. Any further questions ? 

If not, thank you, Congressman Baldwin. 

Mr. Batpwin. Thank you. 

Mr. McCormack. Anyone else appearing in support of the legisla- 
tion ? 

Well, thank you very much. 

I see C ongressman Herlong. 

You are here in support of HL R. 10010, Mr. Herlong? 

Mr. Hertona. That is right. 

Mr. McCormack. And 10118 and 9522, related bills. 

(H. R. 9522 appears on p. 29, H. R. 10010 and H. R. 10118 follow :) 


(H. R. 10010, 85th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 to 
authorize the disposal of certain surplus property to public health agencies of a State, 
its political subdivisions and instrumentalities 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That paragraph (3) of subsection (j) of sec- 
tion 203 of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (40 
U. S. C. 484), is amended by inserting immediately after “tax-supported medical 
institutions, hospitals, clinics,” the following: “public health agencies of the State, 
and its political subdivisions and instrumentalities.” 

Sec. 2. Subsection (j) of section 203 of the Federal Property and Administra- 
tive Services Act of 1949 is further amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new paragraph: 

“(7) As used in this subsection the term— 

“(A) ‘public health’ includes but is not limited to sanitation activities 
generally, including sanitary land fill programs, mosquito and insect control 
programs, malaria control programs, and drainage programs ; and 

“(B) ‘public health agencies of the State, and its political subdivisions 
and instrumentalities’ includes but is not limited to malaria control districts, 
mosquito and insect control districts, sanitary districts, and drainage 
districts.” 


{H. R. 10118, 85th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 to 
authorize the disposal of certain surplus property to public health agencies of a State, 
its political subdivisions and instrumentalities 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That paragraph (3) of subsection (j) of sec- 
tion 203 of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (40 
U. S. C. 484), is amended by inserting immediately after ‘“tax-supported medical 
institutions, hospitals, clinics,” the following: “public health agencies of the 
State, and its political subdivisions and instrumentalities.” 

Sec. 2. Subsection (j) of section 203 of the Federal Property and Administra- 
tive Services Act of 1949 is further amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new paragraph: 

“(7) As used in this subsection the term— 

“(A) ‘public health’ includes but is not limited to sanitation activities 
generally, including sanitary land fill programs, mosquito and insect contro! 
programs, malaria control programs, and drainage programs ; and 

“(B) ‘public health agencies of the State, and its political subdivisions 
and instrumentalities’ includes but is not limited to malaria control dis- 
tricts, mosquito and insect control districts, sanitary districts, and drainage 
districts.” 


Mr. McCormack. We will be very glad to hear from you, Congress- 
man Herlong. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. A. SYDNEY HERLONG, JR., A REPRESENTA- 
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA 


Mr. Hertone. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

First, I have handed the clerk a letter which I received from Dr. 
Sowder who is the head of the Florida State Board of Health, express- 
ing the need for enactment of this legislation or legislation similar 
to this as far as Florida is concerned. 


There is a great need and I would like permission to include that 
letter in the record. 


Mr. McCormack. Without objection, it is so ordered. 
(The letter follows :) 


FLorIpA STATE BOARD OF HEALTH, 
Jacksonville, January 7, 1958. 
Hon. A. SypNEY HERLONG, 
Congress of United States, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN HERLONG: The assistance of Florida’s congressional delega- 
tion is requested in amending the Federal Property and Administrative Services 
Act of 1949. 

During the past year certain local county health departments were severely 
criticized through the press for reported illegal use of Federal surplus property 
used by the health departments for mosquito control and other public health 
purposes. It is apparent to this office that the difficulties which have been 
encountered were not violations of the act but in our opinion incorrect adminis- 
trative interpretations of the functions of a health center as well as what is 
meant by “public health purposes” in the act. 

We have contended all along that mosquito control should be classified as a 
public health purpose and furthermore that the operation of a sanitary land fill 
under the supervision and direction of a local health center should also be 
classified as public health purpose. 

In a letter of December 16, 1957, from the Honorable M. B. Folsom, Secretary 
of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, in response to a resolu- 
tion from the Florida Public Health Association, he stated that mosquito control 
work is considered a public health purpose which has cleared up one point. “If 
these otherwise eligible health centers, for example, are responsible for the 
mosquito control program in the county, then the health center would be eligible 
to receive equipment for mosquito control work since this is considered a public 
health purpose.” He further stated, “On the other hand, we understand that 
the mosquito control program is operated in some areas of the State by independ- 
ent legal entities known as mosquito control districts whose responsibility may 
even extend beyond county lines. Under these circumstances, the mosquito 
control districts would not be eligible to receive property because such agencies 
are not enumerated in the act and could not qualify as either a hospital, medical 
institution, clinic, or health center. Similarly, health units, sanitation activities 
and sanitary land fills mentioned in the resolution do no come within the purview 
of the law.” 

We understand the logic as to why a mosquito control district, malaria control 
district, sanitary districts and similar local agencies cannot be considered for 
surplus property since they have not been definitely spelled out in the law. We 
maintain, however, that if a local health center is eligible to receive surplus 
equipment for mosquito control, then it is also eligible to utilize the equipment 
for sanitary landfill operations since such operations are performed for mosquito 
control, housefly control, rodent and flea control which, in our opinion, sbould 
come under the classification of public health purposes. 

We strongly recommend that Florida’s congressional delegation use their 
influence to have the law amended to straighten out the difficulty that has arisen 
over the administrative interpretation of the Federal Property and Administra- 
tive Services Act of 1949. 

We are enclosing a resolution that was recently adopted by the State and 
Territorial health officers pertaining to the subject. We are also attaching a sug- 
gested amendment to the act which may clear up many of the difficulties which 
have arisen in the public health field and it is also hoped that should the amend- 
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ment pass that mosquito control districts, sanitary districts, etc., operating under 
the supervision and direction of State or Territorial health departments would 
be eligible for surplus equipment. 


It is our understanding that you are already looking into the matter of amend- 
ing the law since much of the difficulty has arisen in your district. 
Sincerely, 
Wuitson T. Sowner, M. D., 
State Health Officer. 

Mr. Hertone. Mr. Chairman, this bill that I have proposed, H. R. 
10010, and its companion bill simply amends the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949 to authorize the disposal of 
certain surplus property to public health agencies of the State, its 
political subdivisions and instrumentalities. 

A report was requested by your committee of the agencies concerned 
and of course they came back with an unfavorable report stating they 
did not wish to broaden the agencies which were at this time currently 
getting the benefit of having this advantage of purchasing or getting 
this donable surplus property. 

I have gone over those reports very carefully and I have written 
to the chairman a letter which I suppose is in the files, explaining why 
I thought that the reports of the various departments did not particu- 
larly fit our bill. 

In my judgment this bill which I have introduced does not expand 
this program as it is currently being administered. It defines and 
clarifies the rules for making donable surplus property available to 
these agencies doing public-health work including mosquito control 
which is our most important work in that field in the State of Florida. 

The purpose of the clarification and definition is to avoid such situa- 
tions as have occurred in the State of Florida, one of which occurred 
in my own home county where they got property from the surplus 
disposal groups out of Atlanta and were told it was all right, kept it 
and used it and wore it out and then were told after having used it for 
about 2 years they did not have it properly, that they were going to 
be sued and required to pay some forty or fifty thousand dollars for 
this property, and they were required to put it up in storage and hold 
it, what they had, and inventory it all when they knew they had it 
right, had it properly, had properly obtained it in the first instance. 

Now we are simply trying to clarify this. They changed their rul- 
ing again and said it was right; we could have it. In other words, they 
said we could have it, then said we could not and then came back and 
said we could. 

But things like that disrupt a program and all we want to do is 
clarify it because we think public-health services should have the 
benefit of getting donable surplus property. 

That is all I have to say on it, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. McCormack. How long ago did that incident happen ? 

Mr. Hervonea. It happened last January a year ago, I think it was— 
no, it happened when I was at home last year when Congress was in 
recess, because I introduced a bill right after I came back up to take 
care of it. 

It was during October, I believe; a year ago, last October. The 
ruling was made out of the Atlanta office, incidentally, in that connec- 
tion. 

Mr. McCormack. Do you know anything about that matter, Mr. 
Lund? 
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Mr. Lunp. Yes; we do. There were some legal involvements that 
needed clarification and if you do not mind I would rather have counsel 
give you the background on it. 

Mr. Hitier. Mr. Chairman, there did occur a rather unfortunate 
incident in the State of Florida. Many eligible clinics and health 
centers throughout the country which come squarely within the enu- 
meration of organizations eligible to acquire donable property for 
public-health purposes, also operate mosquito-control functions, and 
in that connection in the State of Florida there were mosquito-control 
activities which enjoyed the benefit of donable property which had 
been acquired through the clinics or the health centers to which they 
were officially and formally attached. 

As a result of this circumstance, several mosquito-control districts, 
it is my understanding, which were not attached to such clinics or 
health centers, but which were not technically under the law eligible 
to receive donable property, had received the property because their 
fellow brethren who were attached to the eligible institutions had also 
received it. 

As a result of this confusion, there was donated to some ineligible 
mosquito-control districts the property to which the Congressman has 
referred. 

It was a rather unfortunate incident, and we certainly would avoid 
seeing any similar occurrence recur. 

However, the Department has not administered the law or has never 
understood that mosquito contro] districts where they constitute an 
independent and distinct instrumentality of a State or if they are 
nonprofit would be eligible under the present language of the Federal 
Property Act, and to the extent that they would, under Congressman 
Herlong’s bill, become eligible, to that extent the bill does constitute 
a slight extension of eligibility, and would constitute a change over the 
Department’s current administration of existing legislation. 

Mr. Hertone. Mr. Chairman, if I may say a word in that connection. 

The gentleman may be entirely correct and I assume it is entirely 
correct as far as the technical aspects of it are concerned. We are 
concerned with the objective we are trying to seek and that is to erad- 
icate mosquitoes. There is a Government agency working on it. If 
we do not have quite the correct technical setup, we do not think that 
is any ground for depriving them of the benefit of getting the donable 
property even if it means broadening it to the extent of taking those 
people in because the objective is the same throughout all of these 
morquito-control programs in the State of Florida and that is to get 
rid of mosquitos and that is a public function, it is a governmental 
function and operation and even if it does mean broadening it, we say 
that is no excuse for not getting corrective legislation in here. 

Mr. McCormack. Any further questions, Mr. May? 

Mr. May. No further questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. McCormack. Well, thank you very much, Congressman 
Herlong. 

Any other witness here in support of this legislation, 10010, and 
similar legislation ? 

All right, the next bill is Mr. Keating’s bill, H. R. 9522. 

Is Miss Colborn here? 
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STATEMENT OF FERN COLBORN, SECRETARY, SOCIAL EDUCATION 
AND ACTION, NATIONAL FEDERATION OF SETTLEMENTS AND 
NEIGHBORHOOD CENTERS, NEW YORK CITY 


Miss Corzorn. I am Fern M. Colborn, secretary of social education 
and action of the National Federation of Settlements and Neighbor- 
hood Centers, New York City. 

Mr. Chairman, I have here a short statement on behalf of the Na- 
tional Federation of Settlements that I will be glad to file for the 
record rather than taking your time to read it. 

Mr. McCormack. Without objection the statement will be included 
in the record. 

(The statement is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF FERN CoLBORN, SECRETARY, SOCIAL EDUCATION AND ACTION, NATIONAL 
FEDERATION OF SETTLEMENTS AND NEIGHBORHOOD CENTERS, NEw York City 


I am Fern Colborn, secretary of social education and action, of the National 
Federation of Settlements and Neighborhood Centers, 226 West 47th Street, New 
New York City. I appear before you today on behalf of said organization. 

There are approximately 300 member settlements and neighborhood centers 
connected with the national federation. .These agencies are located in the major 
cities throughout the United States. Most of these local centers own one or more 
buildings from which their work is conducted. Some 90 of them own camps, 
and many operate day camp programs. A sizable number of our members operate 
day care centers, health services, and recreational activities. We are welfare 
agencies operating in many kinds of neighborhoods, from the very underprivileged 
to privileged sections of our cities. We are located there to work with neigh- 
borhood people for the purpose of providing needed services and to help families 
work together toward making the neighborhood the most desirable place possible 
for family life. 

Settlements and neighborhood centers, by and large, are red feather agencies 
and are supported by united funds or community chests. Some of our members 
receive special public moneys from local or State governments for services such 
as recreation, special programs with juvenile delinquents, and mental health 
services. 

Sufficient budget to develop the program to meet the needs of people is always 
hard to come by. Accordingly, some of the board members of the settlements 
in Rochester, N. Y., approached Hon. Kenneth Keating and asked if he would 
introduce legislation to make surplus property available to welfare or recrea- 
tion agencies. I am pleased to say he did just this. Prior to this our board 
of directors had discussed the securing of surplus goods and directed our staff 
to work with other agencies and with Congress toward getting these goods 
available to settlements. Our national office has had numerous inquiries from 
our local members as to why these goods were not available to us since other 
agencies of similar type get them. I refer to the Boy Scouts and boys’ clubs, 
although I believe there are others also to whom the Secretary of Defense has 
given special priority. 

I wish to say on behalf of settlements that we appreciate the surplus foods 
and surplus milk that Congress has already made available. These programs 
have operated smoothly and have done great good. We believe that we can 
have as good an experience with surplus goods if you will open it up to us. We 
know it would be a useful way of stretching our budgets, and we believe it is 
a right use of the tax money that has gone into these goods. 

In addition to the National Federation of Settlements’ request to you, I am 
pleased to present telegrams from the following agencies who also favor H. R. 
5922. 

‘ Mr. Chairman, we would appreciate it if these telegrams could be made a 
part of the record of this hearing. 

Thank you. 


Miss Cotgorn. I would like to make a few off-the-cuff remarks in 
addition. 
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Settlements and neighborhood centers use all kinds of material over 
the country. We operate some public programs such as recreation, 
health clinics, and so on. 

Now we have not been able to get any of this material because we 
are not eligible even though we do some of this public work, because 
of the administration of the law at present. 

In addition to our own concern, in order to again save the time of 
the committee, I have here telegrams from a group of nine national 
agencies. 

I happen to be chairman of a subcommittee on surplus goods for 
the National Social Welfare Assembly. There are 20 national agen- 
cies on that committee, and yesterday morning we started telephoning 
them to let them know the hearing was here this morning. Because 
of vacations and so on we were not able to get to the heads of all of 
them, but I do have nine telegrams that I would like also to present 
for the record. 

Mr. McCormack. Without objection, so ordered. 

(The telegrams referred to follow :) 


New York, N. Y., July 30, 1958. 
Mr. GuINNESSY, 
619 D Street SE., Washington, D.C.: 


The national board of the Young Women’s Christian Association of the 
USA wishes to express its support of H. R. 9522, authorizing the disposal of 
surplus property to qualified welfare agencies. We would appreciate your con- 
veying this expression of our support to the Government Operations Committee 
and your urging their favorable consideration of the bill on our behalf. 


LILACcE Rep BarRngEs, President. 


New York, N. Y., July 30, 1958. 
JOHN J. GUINNESSY, 
619 D Street SE., Washington, D. C.: 


The Salvation Army will back your testimony recommending passage of H. R. 
9522 making welfare agencies eligible for certain surplus property. 


Lieutenant Commissioner L. W. Cowan. 


New York, N. Y., July 30, 1958. 
JOHN J. GUINNESSY, 
619 D Street SE., Washington, D. C.: 


Respectfully request you represent the Child Welfare League of America be- 
fore the Subcommittee on Government Operations of the United States House of 
Representatives. We strongly urge the passage of H. R. 9522. It would be of 
great assistance to the 1,800 agencies in the United States who service America’s 
dependent and neglected children. 

JOSEPH H. Retp, 
Executive Director, Child Welfare League of America. 


New York, N. Y., July 30, 1958. 
JOHN GUINNESSY, 
619 D Street SE., Washington, D. C.: 

Have wired Congresmen Keating and Dawson as follows: “United funds, com- 
munity chests, community welfare councils, and over 25,000 local health, welfare, 
and recreation organizations affiliated with them earnestly desire passage of 
H. R. 9522. Expansion of the list of organizations eligible to purchase surplus 
Government property as provided for in this bill will be of material help in 
furnishing more and better service to local communities.” Would appreciate your 
expressing our interest in H. R. 9522 at the hearing on Friday, August 1, 1958. 

CHARLES X. SAMPSON, 
Director of Administration, United Community Funds and Councils: of 
America. 
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NEw YorK, N. Y., July 30, 1958, 
JoHN J. GUINNESSY, 
National Federation of Settlements, 
619 D Street SE., Washington, D. C.: 
Strongly urge favorable consideration H. R. 9522 with hopes that favorable 
action on this legislation will be taken by present Congress. 


ERNEST F.. WITTE, 
Ezecutive Director, Council of Social Work Education. 





New York, N. Y., July 30, 1958. 
JoHN J. GUINNESSY, 
619 D Street SE., Washington, D. C.: 


Very much favor seeing bill H. R. 9522 passed dealing with surplus property 
for recreation and welfare agencies. It would greatly assist all nonprofit 
agencies. 

JOSEPH PRENDERGAST, 
Executive Director, National Recreation Association. 


NEw York, N. Y., July 30, 1958. 
JOHN J. GUINNESSY, 
619 D Street SE., Washington, D. C.: 
Urge adoption of bill H. R. 9522. Eligibility for Federal surplus property 
should be broadened to include other similar qualified and worthy organizations. 


Vivian C. McCoLiom, 
Chairman, National Board of YMCA’Ss. 


New York, N. Y., July 31, 1958. 
JOHN J. GUINNESSY, 
National Federation of Settlements, 
G19 D Street SE., Washington, D.C.: 


The National Jewish Welfare Board strongly supports passage of H. R. 9522 
in behalf of 350 Jewish community centers and YM-YWHA’s helping one-half 
million Americans to wholesome citizenship-developing activities. Access to 
surplus properties important need in providing essential services. 

SAMUEL D. GERSHOVITz, 
Executive Vice President. 

Miss Cotsurn. I just want to read you the names of those organ- 
izations. 

National Board of the YMCA; National Jewish Welfare Board; 
Child Welfare League of America; National Recreation Association ; 
Council of Social Work Education; the Salvation Army; National 
Board of the YWCA; United Community Funds and Councils of 
America. 

Now we have on our committee, national organizations from all 
three faiths. I do not happen to have telegrams for the reasons that 
I said, from that group. 

We have had several committee meetings about this, and Mr. Lund 
or one of his staff has been present at most of our committee meetings, 
and we have talked this over and tried to work out a way that would 
make it possible to administer surplus goods in as equitable a way as 
possible, and to assure that they would not be wasted, because we agree 
fully with Mr. Lund in his desire along this line, and commend him 
for his leadership. 

Accordingly, we then worked with Congressman Keating, who has 
put in a bill along the lines that our committee worked out. | 

Now I might say for your information that on the committee we 
have several people who were connected with the priorities system in 
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the last war and who did distribute materials so they have some back- 
= in this, and I would add further that at no time has Mr. 
4und or any of his staff raised questions about this with us that we 
did not feel could not be worked out and our committee is ready to 
work with him in working out a system so that this material could 
be equitably distributed and so that it would not be wasted. 

Now, right now all of the agencies that I have named are eligible 
for surplus foods, surplus milk, and we are using this program to 
great advantage, and if we can handle perishable stuff without waste 
and for the benefit of the taxpayer rather than have it spoil, we surely 
ought to be able to handle this material, you see, 

Now we recognize the business of scarcities and we have a lot of 
experience on surplus foods with that. 

Sometimes we get practically nothing, sometimes we are loaded up 
with turkeys. Other times we are loaded up with cheese and so on 
but we have been able to work through this successfully so that the 
material was used and we are willing to take our chances on surplus 
goods, knowing that we won’t always get the things that would be 
useful to us at a given time, but feeling we would get a great many 
things that would help all of our budgets and use the surplus goods to 
better advantage than is the case now. 

We think it is better that they be used than that they rust away, 
as we all know is the case with some of them. 

I should add in view of the fact that Congressman Baldwin testi- 
fied here about public recreation, I should add a word on behalf of the 
National Recreation Association and explain that they have worked 
with our national committee and have been backing H. R. 9522 because 
it would provide for the goods to go to both public and nonprofit pri- 
vate welfare or recreation agencies, and they are very anxious to have 
the gout for public recreation just as the rest of us are for our general 
work. 

That is all, sir, that I have to say unless you have questions to ask 
me. 

Mr. McCormack. Any questions? 

Mr. May. No questions. 

Mr. McCormack. Thank you, Miss Colborn. 

Any other witnesses here in support of this? 

Mr. Traycik? 


STATEMENT OF LOUIS B. TRAYCIK, FLINT, MICH. 


Mr. Traycrk. Mr. Chairman, I am Louis B. Traycik. I am a mem- 
ber of or a resident of Flint, Mich., part of the Sixth Congressional 
District of Michigan. 

I have turned over to Mr. Ward a copy of the statement which I 
would like to present to this committee today. 

I am happy to have the privilege of speaking to you today on 
behalf of two organizations with whom I have been closely associated ; 
namely, the YMCA and the Salvation Army, who are two entities 
who would qualify under the terms of H. R. 9522, now before you. 

Both of these organizations are subject to standards set by the 
Michigan State Health and Welfare Department, are nonprofit and 
tax-exempt voluntary agencies, and receive their funds through a 
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local community federated fund-raising body and are affiliated with 
and are a part of national standard-setting organizations. 

These fine service agencies are now being looked to for unprece- 
dented help due to the economic conditions that now exist. 

And I might paraphrase particularly in my location of Flint which 
is hard hit because of the decline of the automobile industry. 

They could use surplus food and other kindred commodities to help 
the needy in our communities. 

The Salvation Army in my home of Flint, Mich., gave 1,353 emer- 
gency food and milk orders in 1957, which has stretched its budget 
to the breaking point. The Salvation Army is expanding its facilities 
to rehabilitate and train, in a Christian manner, human derelicts who 
would otherwise be a drain upon the public coffers. It could use 
surplus items in the training of these men in skills which will make 
them assets to the communities in which they reside. 

The economic decline has particularly affected those in the over-45- 
year class and many of these men have been coming in contact with the 
Salvation Army. It needs help to take care of these unfortunates. 
This bill, if passed by Congress, will greatly assist it to meet the 
present challenge. 

The YMCA operates boys’ camps, having 90 resident and day camps 
serving 10,000 boys and girls in Michigan alone. Also, in my com- 
munity it operates a boys’ farm for boys homeless and emotionally 
upset. It could use not only surplus foods and kindred products, but 
also such surplus items as road-grading equipment, buses, sports 
equipment, and such other items. 

The boys’ farm I have referred to is an experiment in family living 
which places a limited number of boys placed by the juvenile courts. 

These boys come from broken homes or homes in which family 
living is nonexistent. We try to give home living, home discipline 
under a house mother and father, and provide them with good school- 
ing as well as religious training. We also attempt to provide adequate 
recreational facilities. 

This boys’ farm or home idea is spreading throughout the country 
and is helping to solve our juvenile-delinquency problems. It has 
helped in our community to such an extent that we have 85 percent 
success with our boys compared to about 30 percent success in those 
boys sent to the State boys’ vocational school in Lansing, which is a 
reform school. 

Our boys’ farm is being assisted by another organization, namely, 
the Downtown Flint Optimist Club, which is an affiliate of Optimist 
International, whose slogan is “Friend of the boy.” 

It either cooperates with other organizations or operates boys’ homes 
throughout the country. 

These homes need assistance such as this bill will provide. It is 
respectfully urged that you give favorable consideration to this worthy 
proposal before you. 

Mr. McCormack. Any questions, Mr. May ? 

Mr. May. Noquestions, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. McCormack. Have you tried to get approval of the Depart- 
ment of Defense ? 

Mr. Traycrx. No; we have not, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. Have you considered doing it ? 

30975—58——_4 
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Mr. Traycrx. No; we frankly did not know we could do so. 

Mr. McCormack. Well, the Boy Scouts have been approved by the 
Department of Defense and they are given a preference over the 
donable property by reason of being classified as a military school; is 
that what it is, Mr. Ward? 

Mr. Warp. It is an activity of special interest and coming under 
section 203 (j) (2), Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. McCormack (reading) : 

In the case of surplus property under the control of the National Military 
Establishment, the Secretary of Defense determines whether such property is 
usable and necessary for educational activities that are of special interest to the 
armed services, such as maritime academies or military, naval, Air Force, or 
Coast Guard preparatory schools. 

If such Secretary shall determine such property is necessary and usable for 
such purpose, he shall allocate it for transfer by the administrator for such 
educational activities. If he shall determine such activity is not usable and 
necessary for such activity, it may be disposed of in accordance with paragraph 2 
of this subsection. 

Under that, what organizations, for example, the Secretary of De- 
fense has determined, the Girl Scouts, the Boy Scouts, and the boys’ 
clubs, are three. 

Mr. Lunp. Campfire Girls, the Boys Clubs of America you men- 
tioned. 

Mr. McCormack. Yes. 

Mr. Lunp. May I just make a possible suggestion ? 

Mr. McCormack. I am going to call on you, yes. 

I simply call your attention to that fact and that the Secretary of 
Defense makes a determination in accordance with what I have just 
referred to—in the law I have just read you have even a preference over 
the other aspects of the donable property law. 

Mr. Traycix. That would assist us in the Y, but I doubt very much 
whether it would assist us in the Salvation Army. 

Mr. McCormack. I agree. 

Miss Cotgorn. May I comment on that point, sir ? 

Mr. McCormack. It could, but certainly in the YMCA and YWCA, 
and 

Miss Cotsorn. Mr. Chairman, may I comment on this point since I 
am representing those agencies ? 

Mr. McCormack. Go ahead. 

Miss Cotsurn. Prior to the time we set up a joint committee the 
national board of the YWCA wrote to the Secretary of Defense and 
asked if they might be included. 

He replied that this whole matter was under study and therefore 
he could not include them. 

We then set up the committee that began working with HEW, and 
while they were doing this the Boys C lubs of America said they were 
not going to work with our committee but they thought they would 
work directly. 

They applied to the Department of Defense and they were granted 
property. 

Mr. McCormack. This committee does not see any reason why the 
Secretary of Defense—this is on the record—should not treat all of 
them equitably. Having made a decision that we recognize has 
meritorious results—we question the decision in some of those c ases, 
but that is their headache. 
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They made it, and if I was in an ogranization and where others had 
been approved, I would undertake to put into operation the voice of 
public opinion within your organization that would demand on the 
part of the Secretary of Defense equitable consideration. 

Now they started something that they probably stretched a lot but 
they made the decision. 

In other words, they said they are an educational—give me that 
law again, Mr. Ward. 

The Secretary of Defense or somebody down there has determined 
that these organizations are eligible for property necessary for edu- 
cational activities and that are of special interest to the armed serv- 
ices. 

It seems to me that the YMCA and the YWCA, I could name some 
others, are just as much in that category as those who have received 
favorable consideration. 

Miss Cotsorn. They have been very active in the USO. 

Mr. McCormack. | recommend that you start a drive to convince 
them of the equity of your situation. 

Miss Cotgorn. Well, Mr. Chairman, you have a very good point. 

Mr. McCormack. And not of the inequity of their prior decision. 

Miss CoLgorn. We discussed this a lot in our committee. 

As a matter of fact, we had the representative of the head of sur- 
plus goods from the Boy Scouts present who told us all about his 
experience and so on, and as we discussed it, we felt that we did not 
want, as a group of agencies to be in competition with the education 
and health agencies. 

We preferred, therefore, that we get this through the Department 
of Health, Education, and Welfare, so that we all might be working 
together on it rather than any of us swiping from somebody else, so 
to speak. 

Mr. McCormack. I might say the Comptroller General has ruled 
that the Secretary of Defense has wide discretion under this act, be- 
cause this select committee asked him for his opinion on the action of 
the Secretary of Defense. 

We were very much interested, because of the bills coming before 
this committee, and naturally if the Secretary of Defense has the dis- 
cretion, and he has already exercised it, giving certain fine organiza- 
tions a preferential status, we also felt he ought to give consideration 
to other organizations similarly situated. 

And of course I can easily visualize what has happened. 

Mr. Lund, what have you got to say ? 

Mr. Lunp. I was just going to ask the gentleman a question. If 
they had explored possibilities through the department of education— 
you made some comment here—I just do not locate it here—about 
having a good school. 

Have you tried to affiliate on the local school side? 

I think it would be possible under the regular program to get assist- 
ance under existing law in addition to that which has been suggested. 

Mr. Traycrk. Our boys attend a public school. 

Mr. Lunp. They do? 

Mr. Traycrk. They do, and they have some tutoring in the evening 
by special tutors but we are under public schools. We try to give 
them the same type of home training as your children and mine would 
have only we limit our boys to 12 boys to each dormitory. 
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In other words, we have a housemother and housefather just like 
a large family and we try to give them home living rather than in- 
stitutionalized living. 

Mr. McCormack. What is your position, Mr. Lund, on these bills, 
for the record ? 

Mr. Lunp. I think it is—as we have previously stated, I honestly 
believe that we do not as yet have enough information relating to 
the total availability of property, and if I can come back just for a 
moment to the fire-fighting equipment. 

Now there are 19 companies in Fairfax and you take the counties 
around and you multiply that out by the counties in these United 
States and you would come up with requirements of equipment that 
are so excessive that we think that you would spread it to a point 
where the program would lose its real value to any given unit. 

We did consider very carefully this matter of the agencies for 
which Miss Colborn has spoken and we have tried to work with 
them. 

In that area again it is our judgment that one of these times we 
may come along with a recommendation of some expansion but frankly 
we just do not have enough knowledge of the quantities to be gen- 
erated, and knowing the needs of schools, we think our position is 
sound. 

Mr. McCormack. When will you have the knowledge ?/ 

Mr. Lunp. Well, that is a very difficult question to answer, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. I understand. 

Mr. Lunp. We are trying and studying it constantly. 

I cannot answer specifically. 

Mr. McCormack. Would you have it next January? I think I 
will be here next January. I have no opposition, but I think I will 
be here; I hope so. 

Mr. Lunp. We hope you will. 

Mr. McCormack. Well, thank you. 

Mr. Lunp. We hope you will. The only thing we really can say 
is we are constantly trying to review and study the problem in rela- 
tion to that which becomes available. 

We are the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. We 
feel our major responsibility is to service those units, frankly, and 
if you spread this program too widely no one gets direct benefit. 

Let’s take generators for fire departments. Currently we have 
all kinds of orders for hospitals, and lives have been saved because 
we have had this equipment in hospitals. 

Now, which is of the greater value? I am not sure that my judg- 
ment is good enough to say that it should be in the local fire department 
or in the local hospital. 

Mr. McCormack. Would that not get down to the State level, then 
to the State directors to determine ? 

Mr. Lunp. Yes, it goes to the State. 

Mr. McCormack. It has to go back as a matter of administration 
then and that could be on the State level ? 

Mr. Lunp. Yes, sir. It would have to be under the existing pro- 
cedure. 

But we have so many unmet needs yet in the schools and hospitals 
that we feel that because of their situation we are rendering a greater 








DONATION OF SURPLUS GOVERNMENT PROPERTY 47 


overall service to society and to the citizens of this country by adher- 
ing to the policy currently that we have for some little time further. 

r. McCormack. Of course, I might just say it all depends on how 
effectively the several States cooperate, too? 

Mr. Lunp. That is correct; yes, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. They have a burden. 

Mr. Lunp. A good many of the States are very much concerned 
about that burden of cost and distribution, the cost of some of this 
equipment—— 

Mr. McCormack. My question to you was from another angle. 

Some of the States are getting property, certainly the acquisition 
value of which would save them tremendous sums of money. 

We know what they have received from year to year, we know that 
they have received practically within the past few months countless 
millions of dollars in acquisition which thay would have to pay— 
they would have to pay the full value if they had to go out and get it. 

So if they establish a State organization and give these funds to 
the State director, to go to the various camps and so forth, it is all 
inuring to the benefit of institutions within the State. 

Mr. Lunp. That is correct. 

Mr. McCormack. It is all serving a public good. 

The very theory upon which we passed the law in the main was 
rather than sell this usable surplus property for anywhere from 6 to 
10 cents on the acquisition dollar it was serving more public good by 
letting certain institutions obtain it. 

But there are certain costs in connection with that. 

Mr. Lunp. One other thing very frequently overlooked in relation 
to your-educational program is this: Property utilization has a train- 
ing value. 

This is not new—a very small portion of it is new; it goes to voca- 
tional schools and is rebuilt and it has the elements of teaching young- 
sters to reuse material and equipment, and we think that is worth- 
while. 

A good many of these other organizations are not so established so 
as to be able to put in the cost of rehabilitation. The educational fea- 
ture of this would be lost to many children if the schools were denied 
and property spread too thin. 

Mr. McCormack. You said you are surveying it and studying it 
and I was wondering when you might have a report. Of course, that 
has been going on for some time now. We had it, of course, 2 years 
a 





Mr. Lunp. We forwarded our report on that to the committee. 
Mr. McCormack. Well, the report is implemented by your report 
on the different bills so that shows what the report was. 

I am not questioning ; I know the difficulties and I know the history. 

If you broaden it too much, it results, as I referred to earlier in the 
hearing, to abuses and then we have public scandals. 

We had it before in the early fifties, you know going back under 
_ old law and certain abuses in effect defeated the purpose of the 
law, the Surplus Property Act, and where certain abuses were made, it 
aroused public opinion. Somebody got some property and then sold 
it to contractors, you know, to use for building roads, a few, not all, 
but that is the thing that hits the country and there is a reaction which 
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goes against the whole law, and that is all involved because we know 
that through experience. 

There is no questioning of any of the worthy objectives and the fine 
intentions but we know what human nature is here and there. 

Something happens and then the whole plan, the whole program 
is affected ateaie. 

But the States could cooperate more, some of the States could 
cooperate more. 

Mr. Lunp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. That is right, and get an awful lot more of surplus 
property. 

Mr. Lunp. Yes. 

Mr. McCormack. Certainly the YMCA would qualify, if the Boy 
Scouts qualified on the Secretary of Defense level. 

Would you not think so? 

Mr. Lunp. In my judgment, yes. 

Mr. McCormack. The YMCA would qualify, and a number of 
others, and do you agree with me they ought to concentrate their 
efforts in that direction to see what the results are ? 

Mr. Lunp. Yes, I have one concern if I am going to be consistent 
with the committee, and that is this, and in my own thinking, that if 
the Department of Defense, and I do not think we would have any 
objection if it was in the wisdom of the committee that they should 
run this program 

Mr. McCormack. Of course I am not agreeing with the action of 
the Department of Defense, I want the record to show that, the action 
taken in some of these cases. 

Mr. Lunp. I was trying to point out if we followed that to a logical 
conclusion, that the health institutions and the educational institu- 
tions of this country would soon be on not only the low list on priority, 
but would be on the list without getting property. 

Mr. McCormack. No question about it. 

Then we would have to try to put them above the others. 

Mr. Lunp. That is right. 

Mr. McCormack. Certainly, for educational activities that are of 
special interest to the armed services, that would be one thing. 

Then Public Law 152 of the 81st Congress, went further and 
said : 





such as maritime academies or military, naval, Air Force, or Coast Guard 
preparatory schools. 

We indicated clearly to them what the intent of Congress was, I 
thought we had. 

Mr. Lunp. There is a potential here that 

Mr. McCormack. But they have made the decision now. 

Mr. Lunp. That is right. 

Mr. McCormack. And they have got to accept the consequences. 

Go ahead, Mr. Lund. 

Mr. Lunp. If we had, again, full knowledge of this total picture 
and there was this balance, then I feel confident that our Department 
would not be so concerned about some expansion. 

But we have not the knowledge of the totals of defense, and there- 
fore, it would be difficult, you see, for us to make a total evaluation 
on the total front. 
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We are confined primarily to what the law gives to us, in relation 
to that and in relation to the big demands now in shortage areas— 
we have a hundred thousand requests from schools for machine tools 
and allied equipment and our guess is we will have this year approxi- 
mately 5,600 to deliver. 

Now I could give you other illustrations in other areas. 

The other people can contend that there are not items of contest, 
that they would take other things. 

That is true to a degree, but as yet we do not know to what degree, 
and by continuing to study this, evaluating it and find what surplus 

roperty is being generated, we are hopeful that in the future we will 
ee able on a basis of facts to make a more intelligent presentation to 
this committee, but we are reluctant now to enter into something un- 
known and risk the loss of a program that today is of real signifi- 
cance to the people of this country. 

Mr. McCormack. Ask those questions. 

Mr. Warp. I wanted to ask, Mr. Lund, if the bottleneck then does 
not develop around the fact that the staff time in Health, Education, 
and Welfare and General Services Administration, and the Depart- 
ment of Defense and in the States also becomes a commodity, so to 
speak. 

. Mr. Lunn. That istrue. That is perfectly correct. 

Mr. McCormack. Anything further? 

Mr. Warp. No more questions. 

Mr. McCormack. Mr. Currie from the Bureau of the Budget is 
here, Mr. James D. Currie. 

Mr. Currie. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McCormack. What is your position on these bills? 

What is the position of the Bureau of the Budget? 


STATEMENT OF JAMES D. CURRIE, BUREAU OF THE BUDGET 


Mr. Currre. Mr. Chairman, I am authorized by the Bureau of the 
Budget to listen rather than to speak. 

I will just say we have consistently opposed these bills and I think 
my answer would be in the reports that we have made in the com- 
mittee. 

Mr. McCormack. Of course the reports will all be made a part 
of the record. 

(The material is as follows:) 

(H. R. 242, H. R. 737, H. R. 2504, H. R. 4007, H. R. 5448, H. R. 
5451, H. R. 5460, H. R. 5470, H. R. 6537 follow; H. R. 10377 ap- 
pears on p. 6.) 

[H. R. 242, 85th Cong., 1st sess.] 

A BILL To amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 to 

permit the donation of surplus property to certain community organizations 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the first sentence of paragraph (1) of 
section 2083 (j) of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 
1949, as amended (40 U.S. C., sec. 484 (j) ), is amended by— 

(1) striking out “or” immediately after “public health,” ; and 

(2) inserting immediately after “civil defense,” the following: “or for 
the purposes of organizations such as volunteer fire departments and volun- 
teer rescue or life-saving squads, which perform community services that 
would be performed by the State, or its political subdivisions, if not per- 
formed by such organizations,”’. 
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Sec. 2. (a) The first sentence of paragraph (3) of such section 203 (j) of the 
Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended (40 
U.S. C., sec. 484 (j) ), is amended by— 

(1) inserting immediately after “public health,” the following: “or for 
the purposes of organizations such as volunteer fire departments and volun- 
teer rescue or life-saving squads, which perform community services that 
would be performed by the State, or its political subdivisions, if not per- 
formed by such organizations,” ; 

(2) striking out “and” immediately preceding “(B)” ; and 

(3) striking out the period at the end thereof and inserting the following: 
* and (C) organizations such as volunteer fire departments and volunteer 
rescue or life-saving squads, which perform community services which would 
be performed by the State, or its political subdivisions, if not performed by 
such organizations, and are exempt from taxation under section 501 (c) of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954.” 

(b) The second sentence of paragraph (3) of such section 203 (j) is amended 
by inserting “, or for the purposes of the organizations referred to in clause (C) 
of the preceding sentence,” immediately after “public health purposes”. 


{H. R. 737, 85th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 to 

permit the disposal of certain surplus property to State defense forces 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That (a) paragraph (1) of section 203 (j) of 
the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (40 U. 8S. C. 484) 
is amended by adding at the end thereof the following new sentence: “Under 
such regulations as he may prescribe, the Administrator may donate to State 
defense forces maintained pursuant to the Act approved August 11, 1955 (64 
Stat. 1072; 32 U. 8. C. 194) uniforms, clothing, equipment, materials, and other 
supplies under the control of the Department of Defense which have been (1) 
determined to be surplus property, and (2) determined pursuant to paragraph 
(3) of this subsection to be usable and necessary for such forces.” 

(b) The first section of paragraph (3) of such section is amended by inserting, 
immediately after the words “preparatory schools” a comma and the following: 
“or for State defense forces maintained pursuant to the Act approved August 11, 
1955 (64 Stat. 1072 ; 32 U. 8S. C. 194)”. 

(c) The second sentence of paragraph (3) of such section is amended by 
striking out the word “educational”. 


{H. R. 2504, 85th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To provide that Government surplus property may be donated to 4—H Clubs for 
the construction, equipment, and operation of camps and centers 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 203 of the Federal Property and 
Administrative Services Act (40 U. S. C., sec. 484) is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following : 

“(m) (1) Under such regulations as he may prescribe, the Administrator is 
authorized in his discretion to donate to 4-H Clubs without cost (except for costs 
of care and handling) such equipment, materials, or other supplies under the 
control of any executive agency as shall have been determined to be surplus prop- 
erty and which shall have been determined under paragraph (2) of this subsec- 
tion to be usable and necessary for the construction, equipment, and operation of 
4-H Club camps and centers. 

“(2) Determination whether such surplus property is usable and necessary for 
the construction, equipment, and operation of 4-H Club camps and centers shall 
be made by the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, who shall allocate 
such property on the basis of needs and utilization for transfer by the Adminis- 
trator to 4-H Clubs.” 
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[H. R. 4007, 85th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To amend section 203 of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act 
of 1949 to permit the disposal of surplus property to publicly owned water districts and 
publicly owned sewer districts 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 

in Congress assembled, That paragraphs (1) and (3) of subsection (j) of section 

208 of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (40 U. S. C. 

484) are each amended by inserting immediately after “for research for any 

such purpose,” the following: “or for the needs of any publicly owned water 

district or publicly owned sewer district,”. 
Sec. 2. Such paragraph (3) is further amended by inserting immediately after 

“clinics” the following: “, publicly owned water districts, publicly owned sewer 

districts”’. 





[H. R. 5448, 85th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 to make 
rehabilitation facilities and sheltered workshops eligible for donations of surplus real 
and personal property 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 

im Congress assembled, That (a) paragraph (1) of subsection (j) of section 203 

of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 is amended by 

inserting after “public health,” the following: “rehabilitation of physically or 
mentally handicapped persons’, and by striking out “or (4)” and inserting in 

lieu thereof “(4), or (5)”. 

(b) Paragraph (2) of such subsection is amended by striking out “or para- 
graph (4)” and inserting in lieu thereof “, paragraph (4), or paragraph (5)”. 

(c) Subsection (j) of such section is amended by renumbering paragraphs (5) 
and (6) of such subsection as paragraphs (6) and (7), respectively, and by 
inserting after paragraph (4) thereof the following new paragraph: 

“(5) Determination whether such surplus property (except surplus property 
allocated in conformity with paragraph (2) of this subsection) is usable and 
necessary for the rehabilitation of physically or mentally handicapped persons, 
including research, in any State shall be made by the Secretary of Health, Edu- 
cation, and Welfare, who shall allocate such property on the basis of need and 
utilization for transfer by the Administrator of General Services to such State 
agency for distribution to public and other nonprofit rehabilitation facilities and 
public and other nonprofit workshops in such State. No such property shall be 
transferred until the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare has received 
from such State agency a certification that such property is usable and needed 
for the rehabilitation of physically or mentally handicapped persons in the State, 
and until the Secretary has determined that such State agency has conformed to 
minimum standards of operation prescribed by the Secretary for the disposal of 
surplus property.” 

(d) The paragraph of such subsection renumbered as paragraph (6) by 
subsection (c) is amended by striking out “or paragraph (4)” and inserting in 
lieu thereof “, paragraph (4), or paragraph (5)”. 

Sec. 2. (a) Paragraph (1) of subsection (k) of section 2083 of the Federal 
Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 is amended by striking out 
“for school, classroom, or other educational use, or for use in the protection of 
public health, including research” and inserting in lieu thereof “for (1) school, 
classroom, or other educational use, (2) use in the protection of public health, 
(3) use by a public or other nonprofit rehabilitation facility or a public or other 
nonprofit workshop, or (4) research for any of such uses”. 

(b) Paragraph (1) of such subsection is amended by relettering subparagraphs 
(C) and (D) as subparagraphs (D) and (E), respectively, and by inserting 
after subparagraph (B) the following new subparagraph : 

“(C) Subject to the disapproval of the Administrator within thirty days 
after notice to him by the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare of 
a proposed transfer of property for use by a public or other nonprofit 
rehabilitation facility or by a public or other nonprofit workshop, the Secre- 
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare, through such officers or employees 
of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare as he may designate, 
may sell or lease such real property for such use, including research, to 

,. municipalities in the State.” 
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(c) The subparagraph of paragraph (1) of such subsection relettered subpara- 
graph (D) is amended by striking out “and subparagraph (B)” and inserting in 
lieu thereof “, subparagraph (B), and subparagraph (C)”. 

(d) Paragraph (2) of subsection (k) of such section is amended (1) by strik- 
ing out “or” at the end of subparagraph (D), (2) by striking out the comma at 
the end of subparagraph (FE) and inserting in lieu thereof “; or’, and (3) by 
inserting immediately after subparagraph (E) the following new subparagraph: 

“(F) the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, in the case of prop- 
erty transferred pursuant to this Act to public or other nonprofit rehabilita- 
tion facility or to a public or other nonprofit workshop,”’. 

Sec. 3. Section 203 of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act 
of 1949 is amended by adding at the end thereof the following new subsection : 

“(p) For the purposes of subsections (j) and (k) of this section, the term 
‘public or other nonprofit rehabilitation facility or public or other nonprofit 
workshop’ shall have the same meaning such term has under the Vocational 
Rehabilitation Act and regulations issued pursuant thereto.” 


{H. R. 5451, 85th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To amend section 203 of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act 
of 1949 to permit the disposal of surplus property to municipalities 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That paragraphs (1) and (3) of section 203 
(j) of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (40 U. S. C. 
484 (j)) are each hereby amended by inserting “or for the needs of any munici- 
pality,” immediately after “for research for any such purpose,”’. 

Sec. 2. Such paragraph (3) is further amended (1) by striking out “and (B)” 
and inserting in lieu thereof “(B)”, and (2) by inserting “and (C) municipali- 
ties” immediately after “1954”. 


[H. R. 5460, 85th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To amend section 203 (j) of the Federal Property and Administrative Services 
Act of 1949 to provide that surplus property which is not used in the donable property 
program shall be offered for sale to States and political subdivisions thereof 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 

of America in Congress assembled, That subsection (j) of section 203 of the 

Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (40 U. S. C. 484) is 

amended (1) by redesignating paragraph (6) thereof as paragraph (7), and 

(2) by inserting immediately after paragraph (5) the following new paragraph: 
““(6) In the case of any surplus personal property which is not disposed of 

under the preceding provisions of this subsection, the Administrator, before 

offering such property for sale to the public, shall provide that States and politi- 
cal subdivisions thereof (including municipalities) shall be afforded an oppor- 
tunity to purchase such property at a price not in excess of that at which such 
property was made available to Federal agencies before it was declared surplus. 

The Administrator may impose reasonable terms, conditions, reservations, and 

restrictions upon the use of any single item of personal property sold under this 

paragraph which has an acquisition cost of $2,500 or more.” 


(H. R. 5470, 85th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 to make 
municipalities eligible for donations of surplus real and personal property 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That (a) paragraph (1) of subsection (j) 
of section 203 of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 
is amended by inserting after “public health”, the following: “municipal govern- 
ment” and by striking out ‘or (4)” and inserting in lieu thereof “(4), or (5)”. 

(b) Paragraph (2) of such subsection is amended by striking out “or para- 
graph (4)” and inserting in lieu thereof “, paragraph (4), or paragraph (5)”. 

(c) Such subsection is further amended by renumbering paragraphs (5) and 
(6) as paragraphs (6) and (7), respectively, and by inserting after paragraph 
(4) the following new paragraph: 
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“(5) Determination whether such surplus property (except surplus property 
allocated in conformity with paragraph (2) of this subsection) is usable and 
necessary for municipal government purposes, including research, in any State 
shall be made by the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, who shall 
allocate such property on the basis of need and utilization for transfer by the 
Administrator of General Services to such State agency for distribution to 
municipalities in such State. No such property shall be transferred until the 
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare has received from such State agency 
a certification that such property is usable and needed for municipal govern- 
ment purposes in the State, and until the Secretary has determined that such 
State agency has conformed to minimum standards of operation prescribed 
by the Secretary for the disposal of surplus property.” 

(d) The paragraph of such subsection renumbered as paragraph (6) is 
amended by striking out “or paragraph (4)” and inserting in lieu thereof 
“paragraph (4), or paragraph (5)”. 

Sec. 2. (a) Paragraph (1) of subsection (k) of section 203 of the Federal 
Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 is amended by striking out 
“for school, classroom, or other educational use, or for use in the protection 
of public health, including research” and inserting in lieu thereof “for (1) 
school, classroom, or other educational use, (2) use in the protection of public 
health, (8) use by a municipal government, or (4) research for any of such 
uses”. 

(b) Paragraph (1) of such subsection is amended by relettering subpara- 
graphs (C) and (D) as subparagraphs (D) and (B), respectively, and by 
inserting after subparagraph (B) the following new subparagraph: 

“(C) Subject to the disapproval of the Administrator within thirty days 
after notice to him by the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare of a 
proposed transfer of property for use by a municipal government, the Secretary 
of Health, Education, and Welfare, through such officers or employees of the 
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare as he may designate, may sell 
or lease such real property for municipal government purposes, including re- 
search, to municipalities in the State.” 

(c) The subparagraph of paragraph (1) of such subsection relettered sub- 
paragraph (D) is amended by striking out “and subparagraph (B)” and insert- 
ing in lieu thereof “, subparagraph (B), and subparagraph (C)”. 

(d) Paragraph (2) of subsection (kK) of such section is amended (1) by 
striking out “or” at the end of subparagraph (D), (2) by striking out the comma 
at the end of subparagraph (BE) and inserting in lieu thereof “; or’, and (3) by 
inserting immediately after subparagraph (E) the following new subparagraph: 

“(F) the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare in the case of 
property transferred pursuant to this Act to municipalities for use for 
municipal government purposes,”’. 


[H. R. 6587, 85th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To authorize the disposition of certain obsolete and excess property to the 
United States Volunteer Life Saving Corps 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled, That subject to regulations under sec- 
tion 205 the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (40 
U.S. C., sec. 486) — 

(1) The Secretary of the Army, under such conditions as he may pre- 
scribe, may sell obsolete or excess material to the United States Volunteer 
Life Saving Corps. Sales under this paragraph shall be at fair value to 
the Department of the Army, including packing, handling, and trans- 
portation. 

(2) The Secretary of the Navy may give obsolete material not needed for 
naval purposes, and sell other material that may be spared at its fair value, 
to the United States Volunteer Life Saving Corps. In each case the cost of 
transportation and delivery shall be charged to the United States Volunteer 
Life Saving Corps. 

(3) The Secretary of the Air Force, under such conditions as he may 
prescribe, may sell obsolete or excess material to the United States Volun- 
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teer Life Saving Corps. Sales under this paragraph shall be at fair value 
to the Department of the Air Force, including packing, handling, and 
transportation. 

(4) The Commandant of the Coast Guard may dispose of, with or without 
charge, to the United States Volunteer Life Saving Corps all such obsolete 
or other material as may not be needed for the Coast Guard. 


Mr. McCormack. Any other witnesses here ? 

Tf not, the hearings will be closed. 

We thank each and every one of you. 

(H. R. 4107, H. R. 6316, and H. R. 13085 follow :) 


[H. R. 4107, 85th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 to per- 
mit the donation of surplus property to volunteer fire-fighting organizations, volunteer 
reserve services, squads, and first-aid crews 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 

of America in Congress assembled, That the first sentence of section 203 (j) (1) 

of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (40 U.S. C. 484 

(j) (1)) is amended to read as follows: “Under such regulations as he may pre- 

scribe, the Administrator is authorized in his discretion to donate for educational 

purposes or public health purposes, including research, or for the purpose of aiding 
in the protection of life and property by volunteer fire-fighting organizations, vol- 
unteer reserve services, squads, and first-aid crews, in any State, without cost 

(except for costs of care and handling), such equipment, materials, books, or 

other supplies (whether or not capitalized in a working-capital or similar fund) 

under the control of any executive agency as shall have been determined to be 

surplus property and as shall have been determined under paragraph (2) or (3) 

of this subsection to be usable and necessary for any of such purposes.” 

Src. 2. (a) The first sentence of section 203 (j) (2) of such Act (40 U.S. C. 
484 (j) (2)) is amended to read as follows: “Determination whether such surplus 
property (except surplus property donated in conformity with paragraph (3) 
of this subsection) is usable or necessary for educational purposes or public 
health purposes (including research), or for the purpose of aiding in the pro- 
tection of life and property by volunteer fire-fighting organizations, volunteer 
reserve services, squads and first aid crews, shall be made by the Secretary of 
Health, Education, and Welfare, who shall locate such property on the basis 
of needs and utilization for transfer by the Administrator (1) to medical institu- 
tions, hospitals, clinics, health centers, school systems, schools, colleges, and 
universities which are tax supported or have been held exempt from taxation 
under section 501 (c) (3) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954; (2) to State 
departments of education or health for distribution to the institutions and 
organizations described in clause (1), except that in any State where another 
agency is designated by State law for such purpose such transfer shall be made 
to such other agency for such distribution within the State: or (3) to any incor- 
porated or unincorporated volunteer fire department, fire company, or other 
similar fire-fighting organization, volunteer reserve service, squad, or first aid 
crew.” 

(b) The second sentence of such section 203 (j) (2) is amended by inserting 
“or for the purpose of aiding in the protection of life and property by volunteeer 
fire-fighting organizations, volunteer reserve services, squads and first aid crews 
in the State,” after “in the State,”. 

Sec. 3. Section 203 (m) of such Act (40 U. S. C. 484 (m)) is amended by 
inserting after “educational purposes and health purposes” a comma and the 
following: “or for the purpose of aiding in the protection of life and property by 
volunteer fire-fighting organizations, volunteer reserve services, squads and first 
aid crews,’’. 

Sec. 4. Section 203 (n) of such Act (40 U. S. C. 484 (n)) is amended by 
inserting “or volunteer fire-fighting organizations, volunteer reserve services, 
squads and first aid crews” after “educational or public health institutions”. 
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[H. R. 6316, 85th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 to per- 
mit the donation of surplus property to volunteer fire-fighting organizations, volunteer 


reserve services, squads, and first-aid crews 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the first sentence of section 203 (j) (1) 
of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (40 U. 8S. C. 
484 (j) (1)) is amended to read as follows: “Under such regulations as he may 
prescribe, the Administrator is authorized in his discretion to donate for educa- 
tional purposes or public health purposes, including research, or for the purpose 
of aiding in the protection of life and property by volunteer fire-fighting organiza- 
tions, volunteer reserve services, squads, and first-aid crews, in any State, without 
cost (except for costs of care and handling), such equipment, materials, books, 
or other supplies (whether or not capitalized in a working-capital or similar fund) 
under the control of any executive agency as shall have been determined to be 
surplus property and as shall have been determined under paragraph (2) or (3) 
of this subsection to be usable and necessary for any of such purposes.” 

Sec. 2. (a) The first sentence of section 203 (j) (2) of such Act (40 U. S. C. 
484 (j) (2)) is amended to read as follows: “Determination whether such surplus 
property (except surplus property donated in conformity with paragraph (3) of 
this subsection) is usable or necessary for educational purposes or public health 
purposes (including research), or for the purpose of aiding in the protection of 
life and property by volunteer fire-fighting organizations, volunteer reserve serv- 
ices, squads and first-aid crews, shall be made by the Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare, who shall allocate such property on the basis of needs 
and utilization for transfer by the Administrator (1) to medical institutions, 
hospitals, clinics, health centers, school systems, schools, colleges, and universities 
which are tax supported or have been held exempt from taxation under section 
501 (c) (8) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954; (2) to State departments 
of education or health for distribution to the institutions and organizations 
described in clause (1), except that in any State where another agency is desig- 
nated by State laws for such purpose such transfer shall be made to such other 
agency for such distribution within the State; or (3) to any incorporated or 
unincorporated volunteer fire department, fire company, or other similar fire- 
fighting organization, volunteer reserve service, squad, or first aid crew.” 

(b) The second sentence of such section 203 (j) (2) is amended by inserting 
“or for the purpose of aiding in the protection of life and property by volunteer 
fire-fighting organizations, volunteer reserve services, squads and first aid crews 
in the State,” after “in the State,’’. 

Sec. 3. Section 203 (m) of such Act (40 U. S. C. 484 (m)) is amended by 
inserting after “educational purposes and health purposes” a comma and the 
following: “or for the purpose of aiding in the protection of life and property 
by volunteer fire-fighting organizations, volunteer reserve services, squads and 
first aid crews,”. 

Sec. 4. Section 203 (n) of such Act (40 U. S. C. 484 (n)) is amended by 
inserting “or volunteer fire-fighting organizations, volunteer reserve services, 
squads and first aid crews” after “educational or public health institutions”. 


[H. R. 13085, 85th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To amend section 203 of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act 
of 1949 to provide for the donation of surplus property to public libraries 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That clause (A) of paragraph (3) of sub- 
section (j) of section 203 of the Federal Property and Administrative Services 
Act of 1949 (40 U. S. C. 484) is amended by inserting immediately after “health 
centers,” the following: “public libraries,”’. 

Sec. 2. Such subsection (j) is amended by inserting at the end thereof the 
following: 

“(7) For the purposes of this subsection and subsection (k), a public library 
shall be considered to be an educational institution.” 
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Sec. 3. The portion of subsection (k) of such section 203 which precedes 
subparagraph (A) is amended by inserting immediately after “classroom,” the 
following: “library,”’. 


(Whereupon, at 12:05 p. m. the subcommittee was adjourned. ) 
(Statements of Members of Congress follow :) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. THomMAs L. ASHLEY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF OHIO 


Mr. Chairman, I am indeed grateful to you and the members of this committee 
for the opportunity to testify in behalf of my bill, H. R. 5448, which would amend 
the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 to make rehabilita- 
tion facilities and sheltered workshops eligible for donations of surplus real 
and personal property. 

As you know, the present law authorizes the donation of surplus Federal 
property “for purposes of education, public health, or civil defense, or for research 
for such purposes ;” the provision relating to civil defense having been enacted 
in the last session of Congress is not relevant to our concern. The present law, 
however, restricts such donations to “tax-supported or nonprofit medical institu- 
tions, hospitals, clinics, health centers, school systems, schools, colleges, and 
universities.” 

Under the administration of the law, very few public and private nonprofit 
rehabilitation facilities have been deemed eligible due to what I regard as a 
strained and narrow construction that has been placed upon the statute by 
administrative regulation of the Department of Health, Education, and Wel- 
fare—a regulation which requires that a facility must be devoted “primarily to 
health and medical services” or “primarily to approved academic vocational or 
professional study and instruction.” 

A great many rehabilitation facilities, as you can appreciate, have educational 
and health aspects as well as employment and general physical rehabilitation 
aspects, but under the present interpretation of the law, they are not deemed to 
be within either of the categories of eligible facilities, because they are not “pri- 
marily” devoted to educational or health purposes. I have, in fact, been reliably 
informed that the Office of Vocational Rehabilitation of the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare has been trying to get more Federal surplus prop- 
erty into the hands of rehabilitation agencies, but that amendatory legislation 
is necessary before any substantial number of rehabilitation agencies could be- 
come eligible for such property. The purpose of this legislation is to broaden the 
restrictive definition of eligible institutions to include “rehabilitation facilities, 
centers, or sheltered workshops,” so that Federal surplus property now standing 
idle and in many cases deteriorating, can be put to this most worthwhile and 
constructive use of restoring to economically and socially productive lives our 
handicapped citizens. 

Certainly the restoration of intellectual competence and health through medical 
treatment and psychological therapy are vital to economic and social independ- 
ence, but the rehabilitation process is incomplete without adequate and expert 
vocational direction and training and to deny the use of available Federal prop- 
erty to those institutions which devote their resources to the development of 
potentially employable persons is both shortsighted and inhumane. 

I am sure there is little need for me to dwell here on the tremendously impor- 
tant role and contribution which vocational rehabilitation has played in helping 
to change one of our Nation’s economic problems into one of promise. A recent 
detailed and objective study conducted in Kansas City reveals conclusively that 
65 percent of all disabled persons can be aided by rehabilitation services. About 
40 percent are under the age of 18, and it is estimated that about the same num- 
ber could with proper facilities be rehabilitated to the point of remunerative em- 
ployment. If this bill is enacted into law, the limited funds of these institutions 
now used to purchase property and equipment could be released for much needed 
expansion and development of existing centers and workshops as well as for the 
hiring and training of critically needed additional personnel. 

It has been scientifically estimated that the cost of rehabilitation services to the 
Federal Government has been more than repaid by the revenue received from 
increased earnings of disabled men and women who have been rehabilitated. 
The cumulative record of earnings of rehabilitants for the past decade increased 
nearly $3 billions, the income taxes on which was $300 million. Yet the total ex- 
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penditure for public programs for the same period were only $225 million, not to 
mention the dollar savings to the public through eliminating their public 
dependency. 

Nor are there any statistics to portray the full depth and meaning in human 
terms of individual rehabilitation, for no one can assess in dollars and cents the 
personal reward and inner satisfaction that comes from being restored to human 
dignity and achieving self-sutiiciency and economic independence through voca- 
tional rehabilitation. 

Were I not so disturbed I would be mildly amused by the transparent effort 
of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare to minimize the significance 
of vocational rehabilitation in its recent report on this bill. The Department 
states, and I quote, “Any proposal for an extension of eligibility under the dona- 
tion program immediately raises the question of extension to other activities 
and organizations equally deserving but not now eligible—e. g., mosquito districts, 
nurseries, museums, 4-H clubs, fire-fighting organizations, life-saving squads 
or thus creating new lines which would be difficult to justify on grounds of 
equity.” 

Now it is not my intention to deride the worthwhileness or importance of these 
organizations and activities. Certainly they fill a need and are deserving of our 
support. But I resent, and deeply, the Department’s implication that the objec- 
tives of vocational rehabilitation are so trivial or its scope so narrow and limited 
as the activities of these “equally deserving claims upon Federal surplus prop- 
erty.” 

I note too that the General Services Administration recommends against H. R. 
5448 because it “would inevitably result in increased administrative costs and a 
complication of disposal operations.” Moreover, say they, it would “jeopardize 
orderly procedures for surplus property disposal now being carried out under the 
act.” I am not unmindful of some ill-conceived efforts in the past to promote 
economy at the expense of human welfare, and while I have consistently opposed 
any profligate waste of taxpayers’ money. I submit that human needs must be 
fulfilled even if it means an increase in administrative costs or the possible com- 
plication of operations or a mild disruption of orderly procedures. If your con- 
sideration of the measure I propose is to be resolved into a question of values, 
surely we cannot establish a pattern of sacrificing human needs and aspirations 
and their fulfillment to shortsighted principles of pennywise, pound-foolish econ- 
omy. 

I earnestly urge that this committee give prompt and favorable consideration 
to H. R. 5448 to make rehabilitation facilities and sheltered workshops eligible 
for donations of surplus Federal property. 


STATEMENT OF Hon. ALvIN M. BENTLEY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF MICHIGAN 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it is a pleasure to submit this 
statement on behalf of my bill, H. R. 5451; introduced by me on February 28, 1957, 
and which would amend section 203 of the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949 to permit the disposal of surplus property to municipalities. 

This legislation was introduced by me in respect to resolutions from various 
communities in my State, including several in my own congressional district, that 
municipalities be accorded these surplus property disposal preferences under the 
Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949. My bill, if passed, 
would permit the disposal of Federal surplus property to municipalities on the 
same basis as it is now offered to certain local public health agencies, school 
boards and civil defense organizations. 

Prior to enactment of this act in 1949, surplus property was available to a 
multitude of nonprofit institutions and organizations with various priorities, 
resulting in many delays, confusion and extra warehouse storage expenses. The 
1949 limitations were designed to simplify the situation and reduce costs. Since 
that time, exceptions have been enacted for public health and educational pro- 
grams and civil defense purposes. Recently, a movement was initiated by Michi- 
gan communities to extend the disposal priorities to municipalities for general 
civic purposes, although individual divisions of civic governments such as fire 
departments, water, and gas systems, and so forth, have sought preferences since 
the 1949 limitations. 
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It appears to me that the purposes for which priorities are now allowed by 
the Federal Government would justify their extension to civic purposes in gen- 
eral. Water and gas systems and police and fire departments operate just as much 
in the public interest as schools and health agencies and I believe they should 
be treated the same in their requests for Federal surplus property when it is to 
be used for the public health, safety or welfare. 

I wish to include with my statement the copy of a resolution dated January 3, 
1957, from the City Council of St. Louis, Mich., and a resolution from the city 
council of Corunna, Mich., dated January 21, 1957. 

I sincerely believe that the passage of this legislation would provide a very 
real service to a great many municipalities throughout this country and, there- 
fore, would urgently request its favorable consideration by your committee. 


City oF St. Lours, MIcH., 
January 9, 1957. 
Hon. ALVIN M. BENTLEY, 
Representative, Highth District, Michigan, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear Sir: This is to certify that at a meeting of the City Council of the City of 
St. Louis held January 3, 1957, the following resolution was adopted : 

“Whereas there is presently at surplus depots equipment and supplies which 
ean be utilized by municipalities, but are prohibited from acquiring them because 
of exclusion from the preference list, and 

“Whereas it is the feeling of this body that municipalities should enjoy the same 
preference, in respect to acquisition of surplus items which could be used in the 
operation of local government, as granted to school boards and civil defense 
organizations: therefore be it 

“Resolved, That the city of St. Louis, through its city council, does hereby re- 
quest that legislation be enacted which would enable municipalities the same 
rights and preferences as granted school boards and civil defense organizations 
in respect to acquisition of surplus items at Federal surplus depots; and be it 
further 

“Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be forwarded to the Office of the 
President, the Governor of the State of Michigan, and the district Representatives 
in Congress.” 

It would be appreciated that you give the foregoing resolution your support. 

Respectfully yours, 
KENNETH V. BArnouM, City Clerk. 


RESOLUTION FROM THE City OF CORUNNA 


“Whereas there is in the United States considerable Federal Government 
surplus equipment and supplies; and 

“Whereas the schools and colleges enjoy the right to acquire this surplus prop- 
erty from the Federal Government; and 

“Whereas if the municipal corporations have the right of access of purchase 
of this property, hundreds of thousands of dollars could be saved by municipal 
corporations, thereby releasing funds for other much-needed projects in the areas 
of each corporation: 

“Therefore, it is hereby resolved upon motion made by Councilman Leo Brown 
and supported by Councilman Clark Ross, That we, the governing body of the 
city of Corunna, Mich., hereby request that municipal corporations be granted the 
privilege of obtaining Federal surplus materials and supplies in the same manner 
as now enjoyed by the schools and colleges to acquire this property. 

“Yeas, all. 

“Motion carried.” 

I hereby certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of a resolution 
duly adopted by the City Council for the City of Corunna at a regular meeting 
held on Monday, the 2ist of January 1957, at 9 p. m., at the city hall in the 
city of Corunna, Mich. 

BERNICE HAGADON, 
City Clerk, City of Corunna. 
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STATEMENT OF Hon. Horace SEELY-BROoWN, JR., A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF CONNECTICUT 


Mr. Chairman, I am indeed grateful to you and to the members of the Special 
Subcommittee on Donable Property for permitting me to appear here this morn- 
ing in support of H. R. 2504, to provide that Government surplus property may 
be donated to 4-H clubs for the construction, equipment, and operation of camps 
and centers. 

As we all know, 4-H clubs are organized groups of young people who are 
engaged in farming, homemaking, or community activities under the guidance 
of cooperative extension workers and local volunteer leaders trained by them. 
Any boy or girl between the ages of 10 and 21 years who agrees to “learn to do 
by doing” may enroll. The group elects its own officers, plans and conducts pro- 
grams based on the needs and interests of the young people, holds regular meet- 
ings, and takes part in community activities. The number of boys and girls 
who are members of the 4-H clubs in the United States and its Territories 
exceeds 2 million. 

4—H Club work is part of the national system of cooperative extension work 
of agriculture and homemaking in which the United States Department of Agri- 
culture, the State land-grant colleges, and the county participate. These clubs 
have helped to develop 10 million young citizens. The 4-H program has been 
a definite help in increasing farm incomes, in improving standards of living, in 
increasing the satisfaction which comes from community living, and in prepar- 
ing young people to meet the challenges of citizenship in the world in which we 
live. The expression “4-H” used in connection with these clubs typifies the 
training of head, heart, hands, and health which the club program provides. The 
national 4-H emblem is a four-leaf clover with the letter “H” on each leaf. 

In many of the States 4-H Clubs have undertaken the job of building and 
operating camps and centers so that they may better carry out their work. I 
know from firsthand observation of the splendid work done in these centers. 

I am sure the legislation which I introduced has a significant meaning not 
only to the young boys and girls who actively participate in 4-H work today, 
but also to those who are better citizens today because of their previous train- 
ing in 4-H work. In view of the value of 4-H Club work to farm youth and the 
entire Nation, I firmly believe that the entire membership of the House would 
unanimously approve H. R. 2504. 

I respectfully urge your favorable consideration of this pending legislation. 


STATEMENT oF Hon. A. S. J. CARNAHAN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF MISSOURI 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I appreciate the opportunity of 
appearing before you in behalf of my bill, H. R. 13085, to include public libraries 
in the list of institutions eligible to receive donations of certain surplus personal 
property and for the purpose of purchasing or leasing surplus real property. 

There is a great need in public libraries for this surplus property, and I know 
this is particularly true in the State from which I come, Missouri. Our county 
and regional libraries have extremely limited funds and they now operate with 
insufficient desks, typewriter chairs, vertical files and catalog cases, all basic 
to proper functioning. Tables, shelving, book carts, fans, typewriters, and 
vehicles which could be converted into bookmobiles are also needed. Surp'us 
books are needed in these libraries and can be put to good use and could be 
the means of releasing funds of these institutions for extension of library service 
to the some 25 million rural Americans who are now without public library 
service. 

Public libraries are so closely allied with education and educational institu- 
tions that it appears to me they should qualify for authorization of property 
transfers for educational purposes. I am pleased to note that the Comptroller 
General of the United States has rendered a report that public libraries appear 
to make an appropriate recipient for these benefits, and I urge the committee to 
favorably consider H. R. 13085, to include public libraries in the list to receive 
donations of this property. 

A. 8S. J. CARNAHAN, 
Member of Congress. 
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STATEMENT oF Hon. CHARLES E. CHAMBERLAIN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FroM THE STATE oF MICHIGAN 


I am pleased to have this opportunity to appear before your subcommittee in 
behalf of H. R. 5460, which I introduced on February 28, 1957. This bill is 
designed to correct the inequities presently contained in the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended. H. R. 5460 would modify 
the existing legislation to provide a priority to States and local governments to 
purchase Federal surplus property after the Federal agencies have had an 
opportunity to do so and after the donable program for health, education, and 
civil defense purposes has been satisfied. Under the provisions of my bill the 
cost of this property to State and local governments could not exceed that at 
which property was made available to Federal agencies before it was declared 
surplus. H. R. 5460 also provides that the Administrator of General Services 
may impose reasonable terms, conditions, reservations, and restrictions upon the 
use of any single item of personal property sold under these provisions which 
has an acquisition cost of $2,500 or more. 

Under the procedures presently employed, an item which is no longer needed 
by a Federal agency is first made available to other Federal agencies. Oace it 
is determined that no other Federal agency is interested in a surplus item it is 
offered on a donable basis for educational, public health, and civil defense pur- 
poses. The Department of Health, Education, and Welfare handles distribution 
of materials distributed under the donable program through a series of State 
supported surplus disposal agencies. 

Items which are not needed by other Federal agencies and are not desired under 
the donable program are then offered to the highest bidder at public auction. It is 
at this point that the present law has been subject to severe criticism. It was in 
response to these sound criticisms that I introduced H. R. 5460. The Federal 
Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 in providing for a public auction 
after the needs of Federal agencies and the donable program have been met in 
effect discriminates against State and local governments. Municipalities, for 
example, are precluded by law from appearing at a public auction or submitting 
a sealed bid. In practice, therefore, the only way that a municipality can obtain 
a surplus item is to buy it from a middleman or private organization which has 
purchased it from the Federal Government. This, of course, means that the 
municipalities must pay a higher price than would be the case if it were possible 
for them to purchase it directly. Thus, virtually none of the nearly $2 billion 
worth of Federal property which is made surplus annually is made available to 
local governments. 

Clearly this is an unjust situation which should be corrected immediately. 
Certainly there is every justification for granting units of government the privi- 
lege of purchasing Federal surplus property before such property is released for 
sale to the general public. It does not seem proper—or understandable—that 
private dealers should receive preferential, or even equal, consideration to gov- 
ernmental units in purchasing these materials which were originally bought with 
tax dollars, or that such dealers should be able to realize a profit by trading 
between the levels of our governmental system. To require local and State gov- 
ernments to obtain from middlemen at increased cost surplus items of the Federal 
Government which would prove extremely valuable to the local governments is 
nothing short of ridiculous. 

Much is heard these days about the desirability of bringing about closer rela- 
tionships between the Federal and State and local governments yet the present 
law serves as a barrier to cooperation in this particular sphere of activity. Much 
is heard, too, about the increasing complexity of government and the expanding 
services which local governments are called upon to perform. The rapid increase 
in such services has necessarily meant sharply rising costs of government. 
Passage of H. R. 5460 would assist these governmental activities to meet their 
obligations to those they serve by facilitating the purchase of Federal surplus 
items by them and by eliminating the need to obtain these items at increased 
cost. If the experience of municipalities in my home State of Michigan is at all 
representative there is every indication that adoption of my proposal would result 
in a significant saving to local governments. In Michigan, even the limited 
opportunity to purchase for civil defense purposes has saved municipalities 
considerable sums. 

Criticism of the proposal has centered around the idea that it might be difficult 
to administer. It is not surprising that governmental agencies are reluctant to 
assume additional responsibilities. I recognize that certain aspects of the proce- 
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dure would have to be worked out, but I am confident that the problem is not 
insurmountable. Certainly the arguments in favor of facilitating the purchase of 
Federal surplus property by the State and local governments are so overwhelming 
as to merit passage. 





STATEMENT OF Hon. CLYDE DoyLE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, first, let me thank you for the 
courtesy extended me by reason of your allowing me to make this appearance 
and statement before your worthy committee on what I think is one of the most 
important series of bills being considered in this 85th Congress. I refer to the 
several bills to amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 
1949 to permit the donation and other disposal of property to tax-supported public 
recreation agencies, including the bill I was pleased to author, H. R. 7067. 

Second, and before I briefly discuss the matter of these bills relating to the 
disposal of both personal, and real property as well, to tax-supported recreation 
areas, I wish to respectfully submit for your earnest consideration two factors 
which I believe are basic and necessary for you to consider in connection with 
these bills: (1) That these bills restrict the donation of Federal or personal 
real property to tax-supported public recreation agencies. In other words, any 
donation or disposal of real or personal property under these bills is limited to 
tax-supported public recreation agencies. In other words, Mr. Chairman, the 
personal and real property now owned and possessed by the Federal Government 
and concerned under these bills was, no doubt, purchased and paid for and 
acquired by the Federal Government as a result of the payment of taxes in the 
first instance by taxpayers at the grassroots of local government throughout our 
beloved Nation. Therefore, it being a fact that when these bills permit the 
donation and other disposal of personal and real property acquired and pur- 
chased by the Federal Government, this very same personal and real property 
concerned in these bills thus purchased by taxpaying dollars of citizens through- 
out our Nation, is proposed to be donated and disposed of directly back to these 
same tax-supporting citizens at the local level of government and through and to 
the use of their own local public recreation agencies. These bills, therefore, 
propose what appears to be crystal clear to me as a clear and sensible and sound 
method of turning back for a worthy and necessary use the very property which 
was previously paid for by these same taxpaying citizens. 

These same people who paid their tax dollars so that Uncle Sam could purchase 
this property, and since Uncle Sam is through with it, are now asking the return 
of that used property so they can make further legitimate and sound use thereof. 

Having thus reminded you of this essential consideration, I now remind you 
that a proper pronunciation of recreation is re-creation. In other words, the 
agencies whom this bill would permit Uncle Sam to donate to are not only tax- 
supported public agencies, but they are tax-supported recreation agencies. And 
I emphasize for the purpose of this discussion that Mr. Webster, in his definition 
of “recreation” defines it as meaning “to create anew; to give fresh life to; 
reanimate; to refresh after toil or anxiety; refreshment of strength and spirit 
after toil.” Therefore, Mr. Chairman and committee members, the public tax- 
paying agencies to which Uncle Sam would be authorized to donate personal and 
real property under these bills supply and make available to the taxpaying public 
at the local level of government and daily experience one of the prime factors 
and necessities of life: to wit, the opportunity for individuals and groups and 
masses of humankind to recreate themselves as defined by Mr. Webster. Neither 
as Mr. Webster defines it, nor as I use it, does recreation mean merely to play or 
be entertained or amused. The term “recreate,” as these days put into practice 
and application in the recreation agencies and departments of our State, county, 
and municipal recreation departments and agencies, means to rebuild, to refresh, 
to renew strength and spirit; to rebuild after toil, to rebuild preparatory to toil 
and work and the performance of duties. Furthermore, the term “recreation” 
means to increase individual and group participation in recreational activities. 
The term “public recreation” looks to the reduction of the bleacher population 
in the reviewing stands or the bleachers. The term “public recreation” looks to 
participation by thousands of American citizens in recreational activities instead 
of just the development of a few experts or stars in given games or arts. The 
public recreational agency which is equipped and financed by the taxpayers ade- 
quately not only maintains the parks, playgrounds, and play fields; the recrea- 
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tional waterways; the municipal orchestras, and similar recreational activities, 
but these tax-supported recreational agencies at the local level are primarily 
concerned with the development of and the making available of public recrea- 
tional facilities and programs which will enable youth and adults to make wise 
use of their leisure time. It is true that very valuable entertainment normally 
results from public recreational activities and programs to millions of people in 
our Nation annually. 

But, nevertheless, the prime objective of public recreational programs and 
agencies and facilities is not entertainment for viewers or spectators, it is rather 
to make available for individual and group use of these facilities and programs 
and areas as part of an increasingly necessary know-how for the wise expenditure 
of rapidly increasing leisure, or extra, time—most of which accrues after the 
work hours of the day, and which work hours are perceptibly shorter in length 
and duration. é 

And the fact of shorter work hours becoming a necessity, as well as a reality, 
in our economic and social structure, leads me to observe that the American 
people do not yet have the know-how to make the utmost use or profitable use 
of their increasing leisure time. Yes, recreational illiteracy can be not less 
dangerous than the lack of ability to absorb other intellectual practices and 
habits. What a man does when he has nothing to do is either a time of benefit 
and advancement to that man or it becomes a liability and, in like manner, a 
city obtains results from the activity and participation of people—including the 
labor workers and all working people. Therefore, what the people of a city do 
in their leisure time, and when they have nothing definite to do, also shapes 
the morale and the spirit, and even the prosperity, happiness, and health of those 
people and individuals of that city. As it is literally true that a family which 
knows how to play together will resultingly live together, and that a family 
which habitually prays together will be more apt to live steadfastly and longer 
together, so it is that a city wherein the people thereof sing wili be a city in 
which there is reasonably apt to be less sin. 

So, I am sure that all responsible citizens and governmental leadership who 
think at all on the increasing problem of longer leisure-time hours realize 
that a wise and sound use of the onrushing additional leisure time is a factor 
to be increasingly taken into consideration as being an increasingly major factor 
entering into the national interest. In other words, Mr. Chairman, the problem 
of leisure time and its wise, sensible, sound use is no longer merely a local 
responsibility or problem, it is also a national responsibility to cooperate with 
local agencies wherever practical. 

For instance, mission 66 recently overwhelmingly approved by Congress and 
signed by the President of the United States involving the expanding of recreation 
features and areas and programs in our great national park system is but one 
illustration of the fact I have just related. 

I hear no voice speak out against these related bills as being unworthy in 
their objectives. No person famaliar with the area of discussion, claims that 
the subject matter lacks worthiness. This being true, it necessarily results in 
the fundamental premise that the bills have a sound objective. So, Mr. Chair- 
man, if it be true that placing the objectives of these bills into effect by legislation 
will cause some inconvenience to the Federal agency involved, or would even 
cause some delay in personal property disposal operations by the Federal agency 
involved, these facts are surely not sufficient argument against the bill to result 
in a stopple of their adoption. Surely our administrators can work out some 
satisfactory arrangements and procedures for the disposal of both personal and 
real property under the objectives and intent of these bills so that there will 
be a minimum of delay and a minimum of expense; likewise a minimum of op- 
portunity for there to develop or result any lack of cooperation by the appli- 
cants for various recreational properties. 

In this connection, I wish to emphasize that these bills apply to the return 
to taxpaying communities of facilities and properties bought by these very tax- 
paying people and used as result of their tax moneys by the Federal Government. 
This premise, of course, also applies to educational, public health, and civil 
defense purposes. If it be claimed by some objectors to these bills that the 
return of these properties to local taxpaying recreational uses would cause some 
reduction in the amount of Federal Government income, theoretically resulting 
from the sale of real or personal property by the Federal Government instead of 
returning it to the taxpayers who originally paid for it, I would respectfully 
suggest that the amount of Federal income thus lessened would be nominal and 
purely inconsequential in view of the soundness of the principle involved in these 
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bills and in the increased morale, public health, and general welfare which will 
result from the increasing availability of public recreational facilities and areas 
and programs in the local areas of our Nation. 

Mr. Chairman, for these reasons and others which I have not time to here call 
to your attention, and believing that other witnesses either have or will do so 
for the benefit of your study, I respectfully urge the enactment of some bill 
involving the principles of H. R. 7067, which I was pleased to author, involving 
the principles and objectives of a committee bill which would include the main 
objectives and purposes of the bills now pending before you so as to permit 
the donation and other disposal of tax-purchased property to tax-supported public 
recreation agencies throughout our Nation. Thank you. 


STATEMENT OF Hon. DeWitt S. Hyver, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF MARYLAND 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOovusE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., July $1, 1958. 
Hon. Jonn W. McCormack, 
Chairman, Special Subcommittee on Donable Property of the Committee 
on Government Operations, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Enclosed is a copy of my statement in support of H. R. 
4107, to umend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act to permit 
the donation of surplus property to volunteer fire-fighting organizations, volunteer 
reserve services, squads, and first-aid crews. 

I would appreciate it if you would have my statement inserted in the hearings 
scheduled for Friday morning, August 1. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 


DeWirr 8S. Hype. 


Mr. Chairman, my bill, H. R. 4107, was introduced to supersede H. R. 2552 
and I will therefore speak a few words in behalf of H. R. 4107. 

I know there have been several adverse reports on my bills and others which 
advocate the broadening of the donation program for surplus property. Neverthe- 
less, speaking from my knowledge of the volunteer fire departments and rescue 
squads in my own congressional district, I know that this equipment would be of 
immeasurable value to the health of our communities. It seems to me that if the 
Federal Government has available surplus property they need, it couldn’t be put to 
better use. I know how difficult it is for volunteer fire departments in small 
towns to raise funds to purchase new equipment, and I am always amazed at their 
ingeunity in improvising fire-fighting equipment from tanks and other property 
which they now are required to bid on. 

The fire companies and rescue squads in my district do an excellent job with 
the equipment they have. To be able to get needed additional equipment under 
surplus would help them in their jobs as volunteers. 

I sincerely request that in considering amendments to the Federal Property 


and Administrative Services Act, you will include the volunteer fire departments 
and rescue squads. 


STATEMENT OF Hon. Harry G. HASKELL, JR., A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FrRoM THE STATE OF DELAWARE 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to appear before this committee 
in support of the legislation to amend the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949 to permit the donation of surplus property to volunteer 
fire-fighting organizations. 

At the present time, only health, education, and civil defense agencies can 
receive surplus equipment by paying the cost of care and handling. In the 
State of Delaware, which I represent, we have only one paid fire company in 
the entire State; all others, numbering some 59, are volunteer groups, men who 
give of their time and fire-fighting ability to protect the property of their 
fellow citizens. I feel that it is important that they be given the very best of 
equipment and as much as possible to do this important job. 
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In the area of public welfare certainly neighbors helping each other in a time 
of distress is a basic concept of such welfare. If through the procurement of 
surplus property, the local volunteer fire companies would be able to better serve 
and protect their communities, then I feel that they should be given the oppor- 
tunity to bid on such equipment. 

I strongly urge that favorable consideration be given to this legislation by 
this committee so that the citizens who give unselfishly of their time and place 
their lives in danger will have the tools to more effectively do their job. 

Thank you. 


STATEMENT OF Hon. W. PAT JENNINGS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF VIRGINIA 


Mr. Chairman, members of the subcommittee, thank you for the opportunity 
to present this statement in behalf of my bill, H. R. 242, which would amend 
the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 to allow donation 
of surplus property to volunteer fire departments and secue or lifesaving crews. 

This bill was introduced on the first day of the 85th Congress, January 3, 
1957. I certainly hope that your investigation of the need for such legislation 
since its introduction, coupled with the reports from the governmental depart- 
ments, has convinced you that such amendment to the donable property program 
is in order. 

Toward the end of World War II, Congress enacted the Surplus Property 
Act of 1944 for the purpose of setting up an orderly procedure to dispose of 
huge stockpiles of property no longer necessary for defense. The act established 
a series of priorities, whereby surplus material was made available, first for use 
by other Federal agencies and, lastly, for sale to private business. Intermediate 
priority was given to educational institutions. This was made possible through 
a provision which allowed for the transfer of surplus property by donation or 
public benefit discount to tax-supported and tax-exempt, nonprofit educational 
institutions. 

The surplus property programs were rendered permanent in 1949, then in 1950 
broadened considerably. The expanded act retained basically the same priority 
arrangement, but provided for the donation of surplus personal property to 
tax-supported and tax-exempt medical institutions, hospitals, clinics, and health 
centers, in addition to schools, school systems, colleges, and universities. In 
1955, the donation provisions were extended still further to embrace civil defense 
needs. 

I think this brief survey is important, for what it clearly demonstrates is that 
the scope of that portion of the program which allows for donation of surplus 
property, personal and real, to organizations and institutions whose chief mission 
is to serve the public interest has been continually expanded. 

That Congress has seen fit to do this is not surprising. We have come to 
realize that while surplus property programs were initially established to deal 
with war surpluses alone, a large quantity of surplus property will always 
exist—if only that generated by the normal Federal housekeeping processes. 

It has long been recognized that further extension of the donable provisions 
of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act was desirable. The 
Hoover Commission, in its report on surplus property, stated that many of the 
proposed extensions “have considerable merit.” The Senate Committee on 
Government Operations has pledged to promote “full utilization of surplus Federal 
property in the best public interest” (S. Rept. No. 351, 84th Cong.). A chief rea- 
son why the donable provisions have been expanded, but with care, is found in 
this statement by the House Committee on Government Operations: “The com- 
mittee feels strongly that it must at this time give first priority to the clarification 
of the status of educational and public health institutions without prejudice to 
other causes which may be considered later” (H. Rept. No. 206, 84th Cong.). 
Implicit in this appraisal is the notion that the list of deserving organizations 
and institutions now eligible under the law is not necessarily complete. 

The benefits to the public of the donation program far outweigh the few 
defects, which are largely of an administrative nature. The departmental 
reports received by this subcommittee, all of which oppose extension of the 
donable property provisions of the program, are based on the fact that admin- 
istration would be difficult. The worthy objectives of this bill are recognized; 
it seems to me, therefore, that any administrative wrinkles could be ironed out 
to everyone’s satisfaction. 
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The case for donating surplus material to certain volunteer emergency organ- 
izations, such as fire departments and rescue squads, is self-evident. (I interpret 
“rescue squads” to include lifesaving and first-aid squads.) While equipment 
of this type would not be put to steady day-to-day use, it would become when 
suddenly, tragically needed, more important than food, clothing, and shelter 
combined—indeed the very difference between life and death. 

Hardly a day goes by without the local newspapers in my State publishing a 
story of the mercy missions of a rescue squad or a volunteer fire department. 
I’m certain the same is true in every State of the Union. 

In 1956, the International Rescue and First Aid Association, which repre- 
sents approximately 25,000 members throughout the Nation, adopted a resolu- 
tion at its convention in Toledo, Ohio, as a part of the effort to secure donation 
of surplus Federal property to these important community organizations. 

The resolution follows: 

“Whereas in recent years our great Nation has suffered enormously from the 
destructive forces of nature by virtue of hurricanes, floods, and tornadoes, 
which caused great tolls in loss of life and injury to thousands of our citizens as 
well as being most destructive to commercial establishments and residential 
structures ; and 

“Whereas these catastrophes must be met by the immediate organization of 
‘disaster squads,’ equipped with articles from Federal surplus stockpiles, which 
would greatly enhance rescue, first aid and transportations so vital at said 
disaster areas; and 

“Whereas, ‘disaster squads’ should be organized, equipped, and trained within 
the organizational planning of Armed Forces Reserve training centers, stations 
and armories, civil defense, Civil Air Patrol and organized civilian rescue 
first-aid squads ; and 

“Whereas the release of said surplus Federal equipment would also enhance 
routine localized functions on a year-round basis and thereby greatly reduce 
death and injury tolls from the presently high rates ; and 

“Whereas human misery could be relieved and alleviation of unwarranted 
delays could be achieved by trained and well-equipped squads which would pro- 
vide the best in rescue, first aid, and transportation ; and 

“Whereas within the past 2 years the eastern seaboard and the New England 
States have suffered high tolls in loss of life and billions in property losses, 
causing peril to our national security and public safety : Therefore, be it 

“Resolved, That this resolution be unanimously passed in conference and 
proper Federal authorities be notified.” 

This resolution outlines succinctly the need for this legislation; its state- 
ments are also applicable to the volunteer fire departments of the Nation. 

Mr. Chairman, we are all aware of the unselfish devotion to duty and to 
comunity service exemplified by the members of the thousands of volunteer 
fire departments and rescue squads. Yes, and the help given by their wives in 
the auyiliaries. This bill we discuss today can be of great help to these organ- 
izations in their efforts to protect and assist their communities. 

As you know, many of these volunteer organizations are supported by fund 
cainpaigns and donations. It is a common occurrence for members of a unit 
to contribute not only their time and efforts to this work, but also their money 
in order that proper equipment will be available. Certainly we should cooper- 
ate with these unselfish community servants, if at all possible. 

The president of the International Rescue and First Aid Association, Mr. Don 
Dunnington, of Bethesda, Md., commented to me only this morning on this pro- 
posed legislation. He is preparing a brief statement which I will submit to 
this subcommittee for the record. 

Mr. Dunnington pointed out that utilizing surplus property in this fashion is 
“putting it back to work for the taxpayers who purchased it in the first place.” 
He also raised the point of these volunteer organizations cooperating in the 
civil defense program, and it is very apparent that their services would prove 
invaluable in any major mobilization of the civil defense organization. 

There is no doubt that extension of the donable property provisions of the 
surplus program in this instance would be of real benefit to the Nation’s volun- 
teer fire department, and rescue, lifesaving, and first aid squads. 

I urge this subcommittee to act favorably on this legislation. 
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STATEMENT or Hon. KENNETH B. KEATING, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS F'ROM 
THE STATE OF NEW YORK 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committe, I appreciate very much this 
opportunity to present my views on H. R. 9522, a bill to authorize the dis- 
posal of surplus property to certain welfare and recreation agencies. I com- 
mend the distinguished chairman for scheduling this hearing on my proposal 
and other measures dealing with the use of Federal surplus goods. 

In the less than 1 year since its introduction, H. R. 9522 has drawn wide- 
spread and vigorous support from a broad range of interested groups. I have 
received endorsing letters from almost all of the 48 States and from numerous 
organizations working in the welfare and recreation fields. To a man, they 
have backed strongly the principle embodied in my bill. 

Simply stated, H. R. 9522 would broaden the eligibility for surplus property to 
include a limited number of welfare and recreation agencies. These groups 
would be in addition to the medical institutions, health centers, schools, col- 
leges, and certain other recreation agencies which now may receive such goods. 

My proposal contains carefully formulated language to insure that only tax- 
supported or tax-exempt welfare or recreation agencies would be eligible for 
this material. Also, a tax-exempt voluntary agency would have to have a 
license from a State standard-setting agency, or receive funds through a State 
or local community fund, or be affiliated with or part of a national standard- 
setting organization. 

This language was evolved after careful consultation with highly reputable 
groups in this field and with the House legislative counsel. It has the approval 
of the National Federation of Settlements and Neighborhood Centers. It is 
designed to prevent, as much as is humanly possible, any abuse of the privilege 
to be granted by this legislation. I feel it does provide adequate safeguards 
against fly-by-night organizations and other groups which might not properly 
utilize surplus goods, but I have no particular pride of authorship about the 
specific language. If the committee should choose to delineate standards in a 
different manner, perhaps in consultation with officials of the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare, I am sure such a revision would be satisfactory 
to me. In any case, most careful consideration must be given to drafting lan- 
guage which will insure, as much as possible, that none of these precious goods 
goes to waste or is given to anything less than fully deserving and reputable 
organizations. 

H. R. 9522 grew out of recommendations drawn up by a National Welfare 
Assembly Committee, which included members drawn from American Founda- 
tion for the Blind, Child Welfare League of America, Council of Jewish Federa- 
tions and Welfare Funds, Council on Social Work Education, Girl Scouts, 
National Council of Churches of Christ in America, National Federation of Set- 
tlements and Neighborhood Centers, National Jewish Welfare Board, National 
Recreation Association, Salvation Army, United Community Funds and Coun- 
cils, Young Men’s Christian Association, and Young Women’s Christian Associa- 
tion. The following organizations also expressed their interest in this subject 
in connection with that committee’s work: American Hearing Society, Board of 
Hospitals and Homes of the Methodist Church, National Catholic Community 
Service, and United HIAS Service. In addition, numerous fund organizations 
in related fields have since come forward in support of the bill. 

Mr. Chairman, literally hundreds of these worthy groups from all over the 
country have indicated to me their desperate need of low-cost, usable Govern- 
ment material. For example, officials of the YMCA in Rochester, N. Y., have 
reeled off nearly two score types of equipment and supplies which are needed 
for the operation of their program and camp and which might be available under 
terms of this measure. 

The Rochester Community Chest, with ever-increasing expenditures for new 
equipment and replacement of equipment for 43 agencies, exclusive of hospi- 
tals—this year’s estimate is over $116,000—has indicated clearly the tremendous 
savings which couuld be achieved through the purchase of surplus property from 
the Federal Government. 

I could cite such examples of proven need among worthy groups endlessly. 
The point is, of course, that if these fine organizations could receive the cheaper 
goods for their work, they would have more money left over with which to pur- 
sue their good deeds even more widely and in better fashion. This measure 
could thus serve as an effective budget stretcher. These agencies are doing a 
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magnificent job of character building and other help to our young people, of 
easing the paths of our aged, and providing sustenance and security for our 
needy citizens. Any reasonable way in which we can help these groups in their 
noble work should be pursued vigorously. 

It is true, of course, that some of the organizations which have expressed 
an interest in this legislation have been declared eligible by administrative 
ruling. It is possible that other organizations could be given access to such 
goods by that method. However, it would appear that the fairer and sounder 
means of resolving this issue is by legislation. This could once and for all 
end the present confusion and consternation, would insure that all deserving 
welfare and recreation groups received equal treatment, and that the expression 
of policy would be one determined by the people’s representatives. 

Mr. Chairman, I feel we should leave no stone unturned in our efforts to help 
these fine organizations achieve their objectives. If, by proper legislation, we 
can ease the strain on their already skimpy budgets and enable them to better 
carry out their work, we should do so without further delay. I feel H. R. 9522 
represents a sound and progressive means for helping our welfare and recreation 
agencies help themselves. And in the long run, of course, all America will be 
a better place for this, because the success of these organizations means a 
safer, healthier, happier, and more secure nation. 


New York, N. Y., July 30, 1958. 
Hon. KENNETH KEATING, 


House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C.: 


United Funds, community chests, community welfare councils, and over 25,000 
local health, welfare, and recreation organizations affiliated with them earnestly 
desire passage of H. R. 9522. Expansion of the list of organizations eligible to 
purchase surplus Government property as provided for in this bill will be of 
material help in furnishing more and better service to local communities. 


CHARLES X. SAMPSON, 
Director of Administration. 


STATEMENT OF Hon. Rosert J. McINTOSH, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF MICHIGAN 


Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of the subcommittee, I appreciate 
the opportunity of presenting this brief statement in support of the pending 
legislation to amend section 203 of the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949, as amended, so as to authorize the donation of surplus 
property to volunteer fire-fighting organizations. Presently, only educational, 
health, and civil-defense organizations are eligible under the donation program. 

As you know, our volunteer fire-fighting organizations serve without com- 
pensation and give their time unselfishly for training and in the actual protection 
of local lives and property. The public service they perform, in my opinion, 
should entitle them to qualify for such donations on the same basis as other 
beneficiaries under the act. Moreover, it would seem to me that these organiza- 
tions should be entitled to the benefits of the program because of their close 
alliance with civil-defense units. It is my understanding that volunteer fire- 
fighting organizations answer all civil-defense drills in their localities. It is 
my further understanding that the local civil-defense organizations rely upon 
these volunteer organizations for any fire-fighting equipment necessary for civil- 
defense purposes. Certainly, this fact alone should justify including this activity 
among the list of eligible receivers of donable surplus personal property. 

I, therefore, hope that it will be possible for your subcommittee to give favor- 
able consideration to legislation which will permit volunteer fire-fighting organ- 
izations to receive surplus Federal property. 


STATEMENT OF Hon. D. R. (Brtty) MATTHEWS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate very much the privilege of testifying on behalf of 
H. R. 10118. Since this is a very technical matter, I do not have the informa- 
tion about it that I would like to have and the reason for the introduction of my 
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bill is best explained, I think, by asking your permission to insert for the record 
a letter that I received from Dr. William T. Sowder, State health officer for 
Florida. I enclose the letter. 
FLoriIpA BoarpD OF HEALTH, 
Jacksonville, January 7, 1958. 
Hon. D. R. (Bitty) MATTHEWS, 
Congress of United States, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN MatTHews: The assistance of Florida’s congressional 
delegation is requested in amending the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949. 

During the past year certain local county health departments were severely 
criticized through the press for reported illegal use of Federal surplus property 
used by the health departments for mosquito control and other public-health pur- 
poses. It is apparent to this office that the difficulties which have been en- 
countered were not violations of the act but in our opinion incorrect administra- 
tive interpretations of the functions of a health center as well as what is meant 
by “public health purposes” in the act. 

We have contended all along that mosquito control should be classified as a 
public health purpose and furthermore that the operation of a sanitary landfill 
under the supervision and direction of a local health center should also be classi- 
fied as public-health purpose. 

In a letter of December 16, 1957, from the Honorable M. B. Folsom, Secretary 
of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, in response to a resolution 
from the Florida Public Health Association, he stated that mosquito control work 
is considered a public health purpose which has cleared up one point. “If these 
otherwise eligible health centers, for example, are responsible for the mvs- 
quito control program in the county, then the health center would be eligible to 
receive equipment for mosquito control work, since this is considered a public 
health purpose.” He further stated, “On the other hand, we understand that the 
mosquito-control program is operated in some areas of the State by independent 
legal entities known as mosquito control districts whose responsibility may even 
extend beyond county lines. Under these circumstances, the mosquito-control 
districts would not be eligible to receive property because such agencies are not 
enumerated in the act and could not qualify as either a hospital, medical institu- 
tion, clinic, or health center. Similarly, health units, sanitation activities, and 
sanitary land fills mentioned in the resolution do not come within the purview of 
the law.” 

We understand the logic as to why a mosquito control district, malaria control 
district, sanitary districts, and similar local agencies cannot be considered for 
surplus property since they have not been definitely spelled out in the law. We 
maintain, however, that if a local health center is eligible to receive surplus 
equipment for mosquito control, then it is also eligible to utilize the equipment 
for sanitary landfill operations, since such operations are performed for mosquito 
control, housefly control, rodent and flea control, which, in our opinion, should 
come under the classification of public health purposes. 

We strongly recommend that Florida’s congressional delegation use their in- 
fluence to have the law amended to straighten out the difficulty that has arisen 
over the administrative interpretation of the Federal Property and Administra- 
tive Services Act of 1949. 

We are enclosing a resolution that was recently adopted by the State and Ter- 
ritorial health officers pertaining to the subject. We are also attaching a sug- 
gested amendment to the act which may clear up many of the difficulties which 
have arisen in the public health field, and it is also hoped that should the amend- 
ment pass that mosquito control districts, sanitary districts, etc., operating un- 
der the supervision and direction of State or Territorial health departments 
would be eligible for surplus equipment. 

It is our understanding that Congressman Herlong is already looking into the 
matter of amending the law since much of the difficulty has arisen in his district. 

Sincerely, 
WILSON T. Sowper, M. D. 
State Health Officer. 


I am in favor of the principles of H. R. 10118 and I hope that this committee 
will be able to report a bill that will help us with the problem that has ben so 
well explained by Dr. Sowder. Thank you very much. 
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STATEMENT OF Hon. Donsitp E. TEWES, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF WISCONSIN 


Gentlemen, in judging whether more agencies should be made eligible to re- 
ceive surplus property, we are obliged to apply the same standards Congress 
does to almost all of the proposals which come before it: Is the additional 
expense justified by the additional public benefit received? 

I want to state briefly the reasons why I believe extending eligibility to 
volunteer fire departments meets that standard. 

In the first place, the administrative expense of a major policy change is not 
involved here. Present legislation governing distribution of Federal surplus 
equipment is aimed at getting that equipment where it is most needed and where 
it will do the most public good. Adding volunteer fire departments to public 
health, education, and civil-defense agencies as eligible receivers more fully 
implements the intent of the present law. 

Any additional expense involved will come chiefly through processing of more 
bids. In other words, there will be more competition for surplus equipment by 
worthy agencies. That, I say, is all to the good. Under the competent admin- 
istration of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, such competi- 
tion should result in the equipment going where it is most needed. 

Certainly volunteer fire departments are entitled to join the public-service 
agencies already on the list of eligible bidders. Fire protection in those com- 
munities where local taxes cannot support a full-time fire force is every bit 
as necessary to public welfare as health, education, and civil-defense activi- 
ties. 

Anyone who has lived in an area dependent on volunteer fire fighters knows 
their public-service value. In an era when public welfare has come to be con- 
sidered the exclusive domain of Federal Government, these local volunteer fire 
departments demonstrate the basic concept of public welfare: one neighbor 
helping another in time of need. The citizens who voluntarily put their lives 
in jeopardy for the good of their community deserve any help the Federal Gov- 
ernment can give them through this program. If we can increase the protec- 
tion they offer their communities through better equipment, then they should be 
given a chance to bid along with the other agencies now eligible. 

It has been suggested that in granting eligibility to volunteer fire departments, 
we would be setting a precedent that would automatically open the field to 
other agencies. I feel that this committee and Congress can be trusted to 
judge on their merits any proposals which might come in, whether current 
bills are passed or not. The present study by this committee is evidence that 
each proposal must pull its own weight. 


(Communications, letters, and statements from Members of Con- 
ress, individuals, and organizations follow: 
. 9 3 > 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., August 5, 1958. 
Hon. JoHN W. McCorMACK, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Special Donable Property, 
The Capitol, Washington, D. C. 

Deak Mr. CHAIRMAN: I would like to join with the other Members of Con- 
gress who have expressed their support of H. R. 7929 which amends the Federal 
Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 to permit the donation of 
surplus property to volunteer fire-fighting organizations. 

At present such surplus property can be donated free of charge to educational 
and public health institutions. 

Many small communities throughout the Fifth Maryland Congressional Dis- 
trict, which I have the honor to represent, depend solely upon their volunteer 
fire-fighting organizations for protection. The task is admirably performed by 
dedicated men. There is always present, however, the struggle to raise funds 
for badly needed equipment; funds are often meager and the equipment in- 
sufficient. 

It would be difficult for me to think of more deserving recipients of Federal 
surplus property than our volunteer fire departments who would put this equip- 
ment to the direct use of saving lives and property. I believe Congress could 
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perform an outstanding public service by its passage of this legislation which 
is designed to bolster the fire-fighting ability of our volunteer fire departments. 
Sincerely yours, 
RiIcHARD HB. LANKFORD, 
Member of Congress. 


AMERICAN HEARING SOCIETY, 
Washington, D. C., July 30, 1958. 
Hon. Joon W. McCorMACK, 
Chairman, Special Subcommittee on Donable Property, 
United States Capitol, Washington, D.C. 


Dear CONGRESSMAN McCorMAckK: The American Hearing Society wishes to 
express its belief of H. R. 9522 and has, therefore, prepared the enclosed 
statement. 

Will you please see that this statement is inclosed in the minutes of the hear- 
ings your committee will hold regarding H. R. 9522? 

Sincerely yours, 
CRAYTON WALKER, 
Eeecutive Director. 


STATEMENT OF AMERICAN HEARING Society RE H. R. 9522 


The American Hearing Society, an organization with member agencies located 
in large cities in all parts of the United States, has as its purpose the rehabili- 
tation of the deafened and the prevention of deafness. The society is sup- 
ported very largely by charitable donations. It is necessary that we, like 
other similarly constituted national health organizations, expend funds entrusted 
to its care with great caution. 

Hence, we are very much interested in the passage of H. R. 9522, a bill 
to amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 to 
authorize the disposal of surplus property to certain health and welfare agen- 
cies. We feel that the passage of the bill will extend the right to buy Govern- 
ment surplus property to agencies such as ours, thus enabling us to save 
considerable sums of money on equipment for administrative use. This, in 
turn, will make it possible for us to use more of our income to promote our 
objectives of better hearing health for all communities in which we are privileged 
to work. 

Favorable consideration of H. R. 9522 by the Special Subcommittee on Donable 
Property is respectfully requested. 





AMERICAN LIBRARY ASSOCIATION, 
Washington, D. C., August 4, 1958. 
Hon. JoHN W. McCorMaAck, 
Chairman, Special Donable Property Subcommittee, 
House Government Operations Committee, 
United States Capitol, Washington, D.C. 


Deak Mr. McCormack: On behalf of the American Library Association, I 
should like to file the attached statement in support of H. R. 13085, a bill to 
amend section 203 of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act 
of 1949 to provide for the donation of surplus property to public libraries, now 
under consideration by your committee and ask that it be included in the record 
of the hearings. 

Sincerely yours, 
GERMAINE KRETTEK, 
Director, ALA Washington Office. 


STATEMENT OF GERMAINE KRETTEK, DirReEcTOR, WASHINGTON OFFICE, AMERICAN 
LIBRARY ASSOCIATION 


My name is Germaine Krettek. I am director of the Washington office of 
the American Library Association, a nonprofit, professional association of more 
than 20,000 members, consisting of librarians, trustees, and friends of libraries 
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interested in the development, extension, and improvement of libraries as essen- 
tial factors in the educational program of the Nation. Librarians of schools and 
institutions of higher education form a large proportion of the association’s 
membership. 

We urge the adoption of H. R. 13085, a bill to amend section 203 of the Fed- 
eral Property and Administration Services Act of 1949 to provide for the dona- 
tion of surplus property to public libraries. 

Under the present Surplus Property Act, school, college, and university libraries 
can benefit from surplus property, both real and personal, but public libraries can 
receive only real property since they are not specifically named for personal. 
This is an inconsistency because public libraries are basically educational in 
character. State legislation has recognized repeatedly the public library as an 
educational institution. For instance, the phrase “public schools, public libraries, 
and other educational institutions” frequently appears in State laws. 

In other words, the local public library performs a significant function in 
our educational processes, our cultural development, our economic activities, and 
political and social progress. It supplements the work of the schools by furnish- 
ing children with books for use both in school and during vacation times. The 
public library supplies material to youth seeking vocational guidance, scientific 
and technological information of our modern world, as well as our country’s 
history. The public library helps the adult citizen with books for continuing his 
education, for obtaining unbiased information on local, national, and interna- 
tional problems and issues. 

That the Congress recognizes the place of our public libraries in the educational 
development of our Nation was made clear in 1956 when the Library Services Act 
was passed. The accomplishments under this act in bringing library service to 
children, young people, and adults in farming communities, villages, and small 
towns have been many, but there are still some 25 millions of rural Americans 
without public library service. The distribution of Federal surplus personal 
property to public libraries would release some funds of these institutions for 
further extension of their library services. 

Public libraries could use to advantage such surplus materials as: 

1. Books of a general nature (fiction and nonfiction) which are declared 
surplus to the armed services, and in some instances where a military installation 
has closed it could be an entire library. Although these books are presently 
available to school, college, and university libraries, they are not suitable for 
these institutions. Installation libraries serve the man in the Armed Forces with 
informational, recreational, and reference materials purchased for the adult 
reader. It is generally the recreational material which is made available as 
surplus. These books could be used by public libraries to increase their collec- 
tions for the general public. 

2. Tables, chairs, desks, shelving, filing cabinets, book carts, fans, and type- 
writers and other equipment suitable for library purposes. 

8. Vehicles, particularly trucks, which could be converted into bookmobiles and 
in some cases bookmobiles themselves. 

Local public libraries are tax supported in whole or in part by municipal 
or county governments. They operate on public taxes and are exempt from 
Federal income tax. The financial plight of many of the local public libraries is 
great because there are never sufficient funds made available for their educational 
function. Since these surplus materials were originally purchased with tax 
money, their acquisition by libraries would be a means of supplementing public 
library income. 

Numerous letters from local public libraries have given evidence of the 
need for these materials. Such use of surplus property is clearly in the public 
interest and for the general good of the communities so benefited. 

The American Library Association, therefore, supports H. R. 13085, the pro- 
posed amendment to the Federal Property and Administration Services Act, 
which would make public libraries eligible for Federal surplus personal property. 
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New HAMPSHIRE STATE LIBRARY, 
Concord, N.H., July 1, 1958. 
Hon. PERKINS Bass, 
United States House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. Bass: It has recently come to my attention that Public Law 655, 
chapter 513 of the 84th Congress, 2d session, as amended, provides Government 
surplus materials to schools, Boy Scouts, health departments, and civil defense 
workers. Is there any possibility that this law could be amended to include public 
libraries? Surely they are giving service to young people which is as valuable in 
its way as the service of scouting. The library is an important educational institu- 
tion: in fact the one basic educational resource once formal schooling is over 
that is free to all. 

Many rural libraries do not have adequate desks, and some of our small city 
libraries could use files. Just recently one small city library replaced a desk 
chair which was held together with rope with a better castoff from city hall, and 
many of the librarians sit in straight chairs to type, if they have a typewriter. 
Our libraries are so poorly supported that standard office equipment is often 
nonexistent. 

The Rural Library Services Act does not allow funds for the purchase of such 
items for individual libraries. The New Hampshire allotment of $62,000, if the 
full $7,500,000 should ever be appropriated, would not go very far if it was 
divided among the 228 rural libraries. We could, however, help these libraries 
if we had access to surplus materials. This is the wrong season of the year to 
propose such legislation, but I hope you will give the idea serious consideration 
at the appropriate time. 

Sincerely, 
(Mrs.) Mriprep P. McKay, 
State Librarian. 


STATEMENT OF Louris B. TRAYcIK, REPRESENTING THE SALVATION ARMY AND THE 
YMCA 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I am happy to have the privilege 
of speaking to you today on behalf of two organizations with whom I have been 
closely connected ; namely, the YMCA and the Salvation Army, who are two en- 
tities who would qualify under the terms of H. R. 9522, now before you. Both of 
these organizations are subject to standards set by the Michigan State Health and 
Welfare Department, are nonprofit and tax-exempt voluntary agencies, and 
receive their funds through a local community federated fund-raising body and 
are affiliated with and are a part of national standard setting organizations. 

These fine service agencies are now being looked to for unprecedented help due 
to the economic conditions that now exist. They could use surplus food and other 
kindred commodities to help the needy in our communities. 

The Salvation Army in my home of Flint, Mich., gave 1,353 emergency food 
and milk orders in 1957, which has stretched its budget to the breaking point. 
The Salvation Army is expanding its facilities to rehabilitate and train, in a 
Christian manner, human derelicts who would otherwise be a drain upon the 
public coffers. It could use surplus items in the training of these men in skills 
which will make them assets to the communities in which they reside. 

The economic decline has particularly affected those in the over-45-year class 
and many of these men have been coming in contact with the Salvation Army. 
It needs help to take care of these unfortunates. This bill, if passed by Congress, 
will greatly assist it to meet the present challenge. 

The YMCA operates boy’s camps, having 90 resident and day camps serving 
10,000 boys and girls in Michigan alone. Also, in my community it operates a 
boy’s farm for boys homeless and emotionally upset. It could use not only 
surplus foods and kindred products, but also such surplus items as road-grading 
equipment, buses, sports equipment, and such other items. 

The boy’s farm I have referred to its an experiment in family living which 
places a limited number of boys placed by the juvenile courts. These boys come 
from broken homes or homes in which family living is nonexistent. We try to give 
home living, home discipline under a housemother and father, and provide them 
with good schooling as well as religious training. We also attempt to provide ade- 
quate recreational facilities. 

This boy’s farm or home idea is spreading throughout the country and is helping 
to solve our juvenile delinquency problems. It has helped in our community to 
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such an extent that we have 85 percent success with our boys compared to about 
30 percent success in those boys sent to the State boys vocational school in Lans- 
ing. Our boy’s farm is being assisted by another organization; namely, the 
Downtown Flint Optimist Club, which is an affiliate of Optimist International, 
whose slogan is, “Friend of the Boy.” It either cooperates with other organiza- 
tions or operates boys homes throughout the country. 

These homes need assistance such as this bill will provide. 

It is respectfully urged that you give favorable consideration to this worthy 
proposal before you. 


(H. R. 13673 follows :) 


[H. R. 13673, 85th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 to permit 
donation of surplus property to volunteer fire-fighting organizations, and for other 
purposes 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 

States of America in Congress assembled, That (a) the first sentence of section 
203 (j) (1) of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 
(40 U. S. C., see. 484 (j) (1)) is amended to read as follows: “Under such 
regulations as he may prescribe, the Administrator is authorized in his dis- 
cretion to donate without cost (except for direct costs of care and handling) 
for use in any State for purposes of education, public health, or civil defense, or 
for research for any such purpose, or for the purpose of aiding in the protection 
of life and property by volunteer fire-fighting organizations, any equipment, 
materials, books, or other supplies (including those capitalized in a working 
capital or similar fund) under the control of any executive agency which shall 
have been determined to be surplus property and which shall have been de- 
termined under paragraph (2), (3), or (4) of this subsection to be usuable 
and necessary for any such purpose.” 

(b) The last sentence of section 203 (j) (1) of such Act is amended by in- 
serting before the period at the end thereof the following: “, except that not- 
withstanding a State agency is not designated under State law for the purpose 
of distributing property for use by volunteer fire-fighting organizations, such 
property may be transferred to such State agency for use for purposes of edu- 
cation, public health, or civil defense, or for research for any such purpose’. 

Sec. 2 (a) The first sentence of section 203 (j) (3) of such Act (40 U. 8. C., 
sec. 484 (j) (3)) is amended to read as follows: “Determination whether such 
surplus property (except surplus property allocated in conformity with para- 
graph (2) of this subsection) is usuable and necessary for purposes of educa- 
tion or public health, or for research for any such purpose, or for the purpose 
of aiding in the protection of life and property by volunteer fire-fighting 
organizations, in any State shall be made by the Secretary of Health, Educa- 
tion, and Welfare, who shall allocate such property on the basis of needs and 
utilization for transfer by the Administrator to such State agency for distribu- 
tion to (A) tax-supported medical institutions, hospitals, clinics, health centers, 
school systems, schools, colleges, and universities, (B) other nonprofit medical 
institutions, hospitals, clinics, health centers, schools, colleges and universities 
which are exempt from taxation under section 501 (c) (3) of the Internal Rev- 
enue Code of 1954, or (C) to any incorporated or unincorporated volunteer 
fire department, fire company, or other smaller fire-fighting organization which 
is tax-supported or has been held exempt from taxation under section 501 of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954.” 

(b) The second sentence of section 203 (j) (3) is amended by inserting “or 
for the purpose of aiding in the protection of life and property by volunteer fire- 
fighting organizations in the State,” after “in the State.”. 

Sec. 3. Section 203 (k) (2) of such Act (40 U. S. C., see. 484 (k)) is 
amended by striking out “or” at the end of clause (D), by striking out the 
comma at the end of clause (E) and inserting in lieu thereof “; or’, and by in- 
serting immediately after clause (E) the following new clause: 

“(F) the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, through such 
officers or employees of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare 
as he may designate, in the case of property transferred pursuant to this 
Act to volunteer fire-fighting organizations for aiding in the protection of 
life and property by such organizations,”. 

Sec. 4. Section 203 (0) of such Act (40 U. S. C., see. 484 (n)) is amended 
by inserting “or volunteer fire-fighting organizations” after ‘educational or public 
health institutions”. 








APPENDIX—REPORTS FROM GOVERNMENT 
AGENCIES AND DEPARTMENTS 


Exuisir 1—Repries From THE BUREAU OF THE BUDGET 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D. C., March 22, 1957. 
Hon. Wii11amM L. Dawson, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in reply to your request for a report on 
H. R. 242, a bill to amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act 
of 1949 to permit the donation of surplus property to certain community 
organizations. 

We believe it inadvisable to enlarge the number of organizations or purposes 
for which surplus property may be donated. You may recall that the Govern- 
ment has had very unsatisfactory experience in the past under statutes author- 
izing donations for many different purposes. In 1949 those statutes were 
repealed because it had been found that the numerous claimants caused surplus 
property to remain in warehouses at Government expense for long periods, 
sometimes even for years, while first one group and then another examined the 
lists of available surplus. In the end, most of the property was not wanted by 
any group and had to be sold. In such instances the losses due to damage and 
deterioration of stock and the added costs of warehouse space, care, and handling, 
and administration seemed unjustified. The laws were repealed in order to 
speed up, simplify, and make less costly the task of surplus property disposal. 
We have therefore generally opposed bills proposing to expand the donation 
program to include such purposes and institutions as mosquito control districts, 
municipal water and gas systems, 4-H Clubs, municipal governments, and 
scientific and research organizations. For the same reasons we oppose extend- 
ing the program to certain community organizations as proposed in H. R. 242. 

We have not questioned the worthiness of these purposes but have recom- 
mended to your committee and to the Senate Committee on Government Opera- 
tions that, in view of the serious administrative difficulties involved, any further 
expansion of the donation program should be supported only for major purposes 
which are compelling in the national interest, and which are not primarily local 
responsibilities. 

Sincerely yours, 
PERCIVAL F. BruNnpacE, Director. 


EXeEcuTiIvE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BuREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D. C., July 24, 1957. 
Hon. Wrr11aAmM L. Dawson, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations. 


My Dear Mr. CHatrMAN: This is in reply to your request for a report on 
H. R. 737, a bill to amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act 
of 1949 to permit the disposal of certain surplus property to State defense forces. 
The bill would authorize the donation to State defense forces of surplus equip- 
ment, uniforms, clothing, materials, and other supplies which are determined 
by the Secretary of Defense to be usable and necessary for such purposes, and 
would authorize the Secretary of Defense to allocate such property for transfer 
by the Administrator of General Services. 
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State defense forces, as such, are not now eligible to receive donable property. 
However, it may be possible under certain conditions for such forces to receive 
property from State agencies established to distribute property donated by the 
Administrator of General Services. The Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949, as amended by Public Law 655, 84th Congress, authorizes 
the donation of property for use in any State for purposes of education, public 
health or civil defense, or for research for such purposes. States are authorized 
to organize and maintain State defense forces and to use these forces for 
purposes deemed necessary by the State chief executives. If these forces are 
employed for purposes for which property is donated, eligibility could then be 
established for available property determined to be usable and necessary for 
such purposes. 

H. R. 737 would broaden the existing program to include State defense forces 
regardless of the purposes for which such forces may be used, and would neces- 
sarily increase operating costs and impede the orderly disposal of surplus prop- 
erty. You may recall that the Government had very unsatisfactory experience 
in the past under statutes authorizing donations for many different organizations 
and purposes. In 1949, these statutes were repealed because it had been found 
that numerous claimants caused surplus property to remain in warehouses at 
Government expense for long periods, sometimes even for years, while first one 
group and then another examined the list of available surplus. In the end most 
of the property was not wanted by any group and had to be sold. In such 
instances the losses due to damage and deterioration of stock and the added 
costs of warehouse space, care and handling, and administration seemed un- 
justified. The laws were repealed in order to speed up, simplify, and make less 
costly the task of surplus property disposal. 

We have generally opposed bills to enlarge the donation program because they 
would increase the delays and difficulties of surplus property disposal. We 
believe that H. R. 737 would bring about a repetition of some of the difficulties 
experienced prior to 1949, and for these reasons should not be enacted into law. 

Sincerely yours, 
PercivaL FEF’. Brunpaae, Director. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D. C., April 4, 1957. 
Hon. Wiit1aM L. Dawson. 

My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in reply to your request for a report on H. R. 
543, a bill to amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 
1949 to permit the donation and other disposal of property to tax-supported public 
recreation agencies. Property involved in this amendment includes both personal 
and real. 

In regard to personal property, we believe it inadvisable to enlarge the num- 
ber of organizations or purposes for which such property may be donated. You 
may recall that the Government has had very unsatisfactory experience in the 
past under statutes authorizing donations for many different purposes. In 1949 
those statutes were repealed, because it had been found that the numerous claim- 
ants caused surplus property to remain in warehouses at Government expense 
for long periods, sometimes even for years, while first one group and then an- 
other examined the lists of available surplus. In the end, most of the property 
was not wanted by any group and had to be sold. In such instances, the losses 
due to damage and deterioration of stocks and the added costs of warehouse 
space, care, and handling, and administration seemed unjustified. The laws were 
repealed in order to speed up. simplify, and make less costly the task of surplus 
property disposal. We have, therefore, generally opposed bills proposing to ex- 
pand the donation program to include such purposes and institutions as mos- 
quito-control districts, 4-H Clabs, volunteer fire departments and rescue squads, 
municipal gas, water and sewer systems, scientific research institutions and for 
general maintenance of cities and towns. For the same reasons we oppose ex- 
tending the program to public recreation agencies. 

In the case of real property, other considerations are involved. For various 
reasons dictated by national interests and programs, the United States owns a 
considerable amount of real property in certain areas and very little or none in 
others. Since surplus real property is not transportable, in contrast to personal 
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property, which can be evenly distributed throughout the country, those States 
or political subdivisions in which little or no real property is located are at a 
distinct disadvantage in obtaining an equal share of the benefits to be derived 
from disposals. As you know, the Surplus Property Act of 1949, as amended, pro- 
vides that real property determined by the Secretary of the Interior to be suit- 
able for park or recreational purposes may be sold to States and political sub- 
divisions for 50 percent of its fair value. We believe that this arrangement 
should be continued, since it provides for a reasonable distribution of benefits 
derived from surplus real property disposal programs. 

We do not question the worthiness of these purposes but hesitate to expand 
existing programs. This position, in part, grows out of the difficulties described 
above and, in part, is attributable to a belief that any further expansion of 
existing programs should be supported only for major purposes which are com- 
pelling in the national interest, and which are not primarily local responsibilities. 

Sincerely yours, 
PercivaAL F. Brunpaae, Director. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D. C., March 22, 1957. 
Hon. Witt1AM L. Dawson, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in reply to your request for a report on H. R. 
2504, a bill to provide that Government surplus property may be donated to 4-H 
Clubs for the construction, equipment, and operation of camps and centers. 

We believe it inadvisable to enlarge the number of organizations or purposes 
for which surplus property may be donated. You may recall that the Government 
has had very unsatisfactory experience in the past under statutes authorizing 
donations for many different purposes. In 1949 those statutes were repealed 
because it had been found that the numerous claimants caused surplus property 
to remain in warehouses at Government expense for long periods, sometimes even 
for years, while first one group and then another examined the lists of available 
surplus. In the end, most of the property was not wanted by any group and had 
to be sold. In such instances, the losses due to damage and deterioration of 
stock and the added costs of warehouse space, care and handling, and adminis- 
tration seemed unjustified. The laws were repealed in order to speed up, sim- 
plify, and make less costly the task of surplus-property disposal. We have, 
therefore, generally opposed bills proposing to expand the donation program to 
include such purposes and institutions as mosquito-control districts, publicly 
owned water and sewer districts, municipal governments, fire-fighting organiza- 
tions, and scientific and research organizations. For the same reasons, we op- 
pose extending the program to 4—H Clubs as proposed in H. R. 2504. 

We have not questioned the worthiness of these purposes, but have recom- 
mended to your committee and to the Senate Committee on Government Opera- 
tions that, in view of the serious administrative difficulties involved, any further 
expansion of the donation program should be supported only for major purposes 
which are compelling in the national interest, and which are not primarily local 
responsibilities. 

Sincerely yours, 
PercivAL F. Brunpace, Director. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D. C., March 22, 1957. 
Hon. WILLIAM L. DAWSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in reply to your request for reports on 
H. R. 2552 and H. R. 3406, identical bills to amend the Federal Property and 
Administrative Services Act of 1949 to permit the donation of surplus property 
to volunteer fire-fighting organizations. 
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We believe it inadvisable to enlarge the number of organizations or purposes 
for which surplus property may be donated. You may recall that the Govern- 
ment has had very unsatisfactory experience in the past under statutes au- 
thorizing donations for many different purposes. In 1949, those statutes were 
repealed because it had been found that the numerous claimants caused surplus 
property to remain in warehouses at Government expense for long periods, 
sometimes even for years, while first one group and then another examined 
the lists of available surplus. In the end, most of the property was not wanted 
by any group and had to be sold. In such instances, the losses due to damage 
and deterioration of stock and the added costs of warehouse space, care and 
handling, and administration seemed unjustified. The laws were repealed in 
order to speed up, simplify, and make less costly the task of surplus property 
disposal. We have, therefore, generally opposed bills proposing to expand the 
donation program to include such purposes and institutions as mosquito-control 
districts, municipal water and gas systems, 4-H clubs, municipal governments, 
and scientific and research organizations. For the same reasons, we oppose 
extending the program to fire-fighting organizations as proposed in H. R. 2552 
and H. R. 3406. 

We have not questioned the worthiness of these purposes, but have recom- 
mended to your committee and to the Senate Committee on Government Opera- 
tions that, in view of the serious administrative difficulties involved, any fur- 
ther expansion of the donation program should be supported only for major 
purposes which are compelling in the national interest, and which are not pri- 
marily local responsibilities. 

Sincerely yours, 
PERCIVAL F, BRUNDAGE, Director. 





EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D.C. March 22, 1957. 
Hon. Wirit1u1aAmM L. Dawson, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in reply to your request for a report on H. R. 
4007, a bill to amend section 203 of the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949 to permit the disposal of surplus property to publicly owned 
water districts and publicly owned sewer districts. 

We believe it inadvisable to enlarge the number of organizations or purposes 
for which surplus property may be donated. You may recall that the Gov- 
ernment has had very unsatisfactory experience in the past under statutes au- 
thorizing donations for many different purposes. In 1949, those statutes were 
repealed because it had been found that the numerous claimants caused surplus 
property to remain in warehouses at Government expense for long periods, some- 
times even for years, while first one group and then another examined the 
lists of available surplus. In the end, most of the property was not wanted 
by any group and had to be sold. In such instances, the losses due to damage 
and deterioration of stock and the added costs of warehouse space, care and 
handling, and administration seemed unjustified. The laws were repealed in 
order to speed up, simplify, and make less costly the task of surplus-property 
disposal. We have, therefore, generally opposed bills proposing to expand the 
donation program to include such purposes and institutions as mosquito-control 
districts, municipal gas systems, municipal governments, volunteer fire-fighting 
organizations, and scientific and research organizations. For the same reasons, 
we oppose extending the program to publicly owned water or sewer districts 
as proposed in H. R. 4007. 

We have not questioned the worthiness of these purposes, but have recom- 
mended to your committee and to the Senate Committee on Government Opera- 
tions that, in view of the serious administrative difficulties involved, any furhter 
expansion of the donation program should be supported only for major pur- 
poses which are compelling in the national interest, and which are not pri- 
marily local responsibiliites. 

Sincerely yours, 
PercivaL F. Brunpage, Director. 


ea 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 


Washington, D. C., March 22, 1957. 
Hon. Witi1AM L. DAWSON, 


Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in reply to your request for a report on 
H. R. 4107, a bill to amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services 
Act of 1949 to permit the donation of surplus property to volunteer fire-fighting 
organizations, volunteer reserve services, squads, and first-aid crews. 

We believe it inadvisable to enlarge the number of organizations or purposes 
for which surplus property may be donated. You may recall that the Government 
has had very unsatisfactory experience in the past under statutes authorizing 
donations for many different purposes. In 1949, those statutes were repealed 
because it had been found that the numerous claimants caused surplus property 
to remain in warehouses at Government expense for long periods, sometimes even 
for years, while first one group and then another examined the lists of available 
surplus. In the end, most of the property was not wanted by any group and had 
to be sold. In such instances, the losses due to damage and deterioration of stock 
and the added costs of warehouse space, care and handling, and administration 
seemed unjustified. The laws were repealed in order to speed up, simplify, and 
make less costly the task of surplus-property disposal. We have, therefore, gen- 
erally opposed bills proposing to expand the donation program to include such 
purposes and institutions as mosquito-control districts, municipal water and gas 
systems, 4-H Clubs, municipal governments, and scientific and research organiza- 
tions. For the same reasons, we oppose extending the program to fire-fighting 
organizations and related volunteer groups as proposed in H. R. 4107. 

We have not questioned the worthiness of these purposes, but have recommended 
to your committee and to the Senate Committee on Government Operations that, 
in view of the serious administrative difficulties involved, any further expansion 
of the donation program should be supported only for major purposes which are 
compelling in the national interest, and which are not primarily local 
responsibilities. 

Sincerely yours, 
PeRcIvAL F. Brunpaace, Director. 





EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D. C., September 25, 1957. 

My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in reply to your request for a report on H. R. 
5448, a bill to amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 
1949 to make rehabilitation facilities and sheltered workshops eligible for dona- 
tions of surplus real and personal property. 

The Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended, 
authorizes the transfer of surplus property, both real and personal, for a variety 
of purposes. Included are rehabilitation facilities which qualify as schools or as 
clinics. These are eligible under the authority to transfer surplus property for 
purposes of education or public health. H. R. 5448 would extend this authority 
to all other types of rehabilitation facilities and sheltered workshops as defined 
in the Vocational Rehabilitation Act. 

H. R. 5448 is one of many bills to extend the donation program for additional 
purposes, such as mosquito-control districts, 4-H Clubs, public recreation agencies, 
water and gas systems, air rescue squads, municipal governments, and volunteer 
fire departments. We have not questioned the worthiness of these purposes, but 
have been opposed to further extension of the donation programs. 

In regard to personal property, we believe it inadvisable to enlarge the number 
of organizations or purposes for which such property may be donated. The Gov- 
ernment has had very unsatisfactory experience in the past under statutes 
authorizing donations for many different purposes. In 1949, those statutes were 
repealed because it had been found that the numerous claimants caused surplus 
property to remain in warehouses at Government expense for long periods, while 
first one group and then another examined the lists of available surplus. In the 
end, most of the property was not wanted by any group and had to be sold. In 
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such instances, the losses due to damage and deterioration of stocks and the 
added costs of warehouse space, care and handling, and administration seemed 
unjustified. The laws were repealed in order to speed up, simplify, and make 
less costly the task of surplus-property disposal. 

In the case of real property, other considerations are involved. For various 
reasons dictated by national interests and programs, the United States owns a con- 
siderable amount of real property in certain areas and very little or none in 
others. Since surplus real property is not transportable, those States or political 
subdivisions in which little or no Federal real property is located are at a distinct 
disadvantage in obtaining an equal share of the benefits to be derived from 
disposals of property for which they have paid a share. We have opposed 
proposals to expand real-property donation programs except for reasons which 
are compelling in the national interest and which are not primarily local 
responsibilities. 

For these reasons, we would not recommend enactment of H. R. 5448. 

Sincerely yours, 
MAURICE H. STANS, 
Acting Director. 





EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D. C., April 12, 1957. 
Hon. Wrixt1AM L. Dawson, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. CHARMAN: This is in reply to your request for report on H. R. 
5451, a bill to amend section 203 of the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949 to permit the disposal of surplus property to municipalities. 

We believe it inadvisable to enlarge the number of organizations or purposes 
for which surplus property may be donated. You may recall that the Govern- 
ment has had very unsatisfactory experience in the past under statutes author- 
izing donations for many different purposes. In 1949 those statutes were re- 
pealed because it had been found that the numerous claimants caused surplus 
property to remain in warehouses at Government expenses for long periods, some- 
times even for years, while first one group and then another examined the lists of 
available surplus. In the end, most of the property was not wanted by any group 
and had to be sold. In such instances the losses due to damage and deterioration 
of stock and the added costs of warehouse space, care and handling, and admin- 
istration seemed unjustified. The laws were repealed in order to speed up, sim- 
plify, and make less costly the task of surplus property disposal. We have there- 
fore generally opposed bills proposing to expand the donation program to include 
such purposes and institutions as mosquito-control districts, municipal water and 
gas systems, 4-H Clubs and scientific and research organizations. For the same 
reasons we oppose extending the program to municipal governments as proposed 
in H. R. 5451. 

We have not questioned the worthiness of these purposes but have recom- 
mended to your committee and to the Senate Committee on Government Opera- 
tions that, in view of the serious administrative difficulties involved, any further 
expansion of the donation program should be supported only for major purposes 
which are compelling in the national interest, and which are not primarily local 
responsibilities. 

Sincerely yours, 
Percival F. BRUNDAGE, Director. 





EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 


Washington, D. C., March 7, 1958. 
Hon. Wrr11AM L. Dawson, 


Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in reply to your request for a report on H. R. 
5460, a bill to amend section 203 (j) of the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949 to provide that surplus property which is not used in the 
donable property program shall be offered for sale to States and political sub- 
divisions thereof. 
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H. R. 5460 would require the Administrator of General Services to provide that 
all surplus personal property not needed for purposes of education, public health, 
or civil defense be offered for sale to States and political subdivisions, including 
municipalities, at a fixed price before such property is offered for sale to the 
general public. The fixed price would not exceed that at which the property was 
available to Federal agencies before it became surplus. 

Internal accounting adjustments may be made against the appropriations of 
Federal agencies when they acquire excess property from other Federal agencies 
These charges are intended to assure, that appropriated funds are charged 
properly for such property and, that excess property is utilized to a maximum 
extent in lieu of making additional purchases of new property. Decisions on 
the amount of such accounting adjustments are not based on current market 
values of the property involved. We would be opposed to the use of these in- 
ternal accounting charges as the basis for prices to be charged for surplus prop- 
erty sold to States and their political subdivisions. 

Since a very large portion of excess property is transferred within the Gov- 
ernment without any accounting adjustment being required, the effect of H. R. 
5460 would be to include States and their political subdivisions in a greatly 
expanded donation program. Such donations would depend on accounting and 
administrative decisions within the Federal Government rather than the pur- 
poses for which the property would be used. If the donation program is to be 
expanded, we believe it should be limited to specific purposes which are com- 
pelling in the national interest and which are not primarily local responsibilities. 

H. R. 5460 also would provide for sale or donations of surplus property to 
States and their political subdivisions only after it had been considered for 
educational, public-health, and civil-defense purposes. The result would be a 
priority system under which surplus property could not be sold until after 
listings had been referred to and considered by a series of claimants. The Gov- 
ernment has had very unsatisfactory experience under statutes which have 
authorized various priorities in the donation and sale of surplus property. In 
1949 those statutes were repealed because it had been found that the numerous 
claimants caused surplus property to remain in warehouses at Government ex- 
pense for long periods, while first one group and then another examined the lists 
of available surplus. In the end, most of the property was not wanted by any 
group and had to be disposed of by public sale. The losses due to damage and 
deterioration of stocks and the added costs of warehouse space, care and handling, 
and administration seemed unjustified. The laws were repealed in order to 
speed up, simplify, and make less costly the disposal of surplus property. 

For these reasons we would not recommend enactment of H. R. 5460. 

Sincerely yours, 
PERCIVAL F. BRuNDAGE, Director. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 


Washington, D. C., September 8, 1957. 
Hon. Witi1AM L. DAwson, 


Chairman, Government Operations Committee. 


My DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in reply to your request for a report on H. R. 
5470, a bill to amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 
1949 to make municipalities eligible for donations of surplus real and personal 
property. 

The Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended, 
authorizes the transfer of surplus property (both real and personal) to munici- 
palities for a variety of purposes. Real property may be so transferred for park 
and recreational purposes at a price equal to 50 percent of fair value, and for 
use as an historic monument without monetary consideration. Both real and 
personal property may be conveyed to municipalities for health and education 
purposes, including research, with a public benefit allowance up to 100 percent 
of the value of such property. Surplus personal property may be donated for 
civil-defense purposes. 

H. R. 5470 is one of many bills to extend the donation program for additional 
purposes such as mosquito-control districts, 4-H Clubs, public recreation agencies, 
water and gas systems, air rescue squads, rehabilitation facilities, and volunteer 
fire departments. We have not questioned the worthiness of these purposes but 
have been opposed to further extension of the donation programs. 
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In regard to personal property, we believe it inadvisable to enlarge the number 
of organizations or purposes for which such property may be donated. The 
Government has had very unsatisfactory experience in the past under statutes 
authorizing donations for many different purposes. In 1949 those statutes were 
repealed because it had been found that the numerous claimants caused surplus 
property to remain in warehouses at Government expense for long periods, while 
first one group and then another examined the lists of available surplus. In the 
end, most of the property was not wanted by any group and had to be sold. In 
such instances, the losses due to damage and deterioration of stocks and the 
added costs of warehouse space, care and handling, and administration seemed 
unjustified. The laws were repealed in order to speed up, simplify, and make 
less costly the task of surplus-property disposal. 

In the case of real property, other considerations are involved. For various 
reasons dictated by national interests and programs, the United States owns a 
considerable amount of real property in certain areas and very little or none in 
others. Since surplus real property is not transportable, those States or political 
subdivisions in which little or no Federal real property is located are at a dis- 
tinct disadvantage in obtaining an equal share of the benefits to be derived from 
disposals of property for which they have paid a share. We have opposed pro- 
posals to expand real property donation programs except for reasons which are 
compelling in the national interest and which are not primarily local responsi- 
bilities. 

For these reasons we would not recommend enactment of H. R. 5470. 

Sincerely yours, 
Percrivat F. Brunpace, Director. 





EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D. C., April 12, 1957. 
Hon. WitittAmM L. DAWSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in reply to your request for a report on H. R. 
6316, a bill to amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 
1949 to permit the donation of surplus property to volunteer fire-fighting organi- 
zations, volunteer reserve services, squads, and first-aid crews. 

We believe it inadvisable to enlarge the number of organizations or purposes 
for which surplus property may be donated. You may recall that the Govern- 
ment has had very unsatisfactory experience in the past under statutes author- 
izing donations for many different purposes. In 1949 those statutes were re- 
pealed because it had been found that the numerous claimants caused surplus 
property to remain in warehouses at Government expense for long periods, some- 
times even for years, while first one group and then another examined the lists 
of available surplus. In the end, most of the property was not wanted by any 
group and had to be sold. In such instances the losses due to damage and 
deterioration of stock and the added costs of warehouse space, care and handling, 
and administration seemed unjustified. The laws were repealed in order to speed 
up, simplify, and make less costly the task of surplus property disposal. We 
have therefore generally opposed bills proposing to expand the donation program 
to include such purposes and institutions as mosquito control districts, municipal 
water and gas systems, 4-H Clubs, municipal governments, and scientific and 
research organizations. For the same reasons we oppose extending the program 
to fire-fighting organizations and related volunteer groups as proposed in H. R. 
6316. 

We have not questioned the worthiness of these purposes but have recom- 
mended to your committee and to the Senate Committee on Government Opera- 
tions that, in view of the serious administrative difficulties involved, any further 
expansion of the donation program should be supported only for major purposes 
which are compelling in the national interest, and which are not primarily local 
responsibilities. 

Sincerely yours, 


PERCIVAL F. BRUNDAGE, Director. 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 


Washington, September 18, 1957. 
Hon. WILLIAM L. DAWSON, 


Chairman, Committee on Government Operations. 


My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in reply to your letter of April 2, 1957, re- 
questing our views on H. R. 6537, a bill to authorize the disposition of certain 
obsolete and excess property to the United States Volunteer Life Saving Corps. 

H. R. 6537 would authorize the Secretaries of the three military departments 
and the Commandant of the Coast Guard to dispose of property which is obsolete 
or excess to the needs of their respective agencies. Under the requirements of 
section 202 of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as 
amended, such property must be screened for further possible utilization by gov- 
ernmental agencies. That section provides more specifically for the economical 
and efficient management of Government property by requiring that maximum 
utilization of property be promoted and, as far as practicable, each executive 
agency transfer its excess property to other Federal agencies in lieu of pur- 
chasing new items. This is a sound policy which would be seriously impaired 
by any authorization for disposal of property by certain agencies without con- 
sidering the needs of the Government as a whole. Only when no need for excess 
Government property is found in any Federal agency is it declared surplus and 
its disposal authorized. Under existing law, the United States Volunteer Life 
Saving Corps may purchase such property that has been declared surplus and 
made available for sale. The donation of personal surplus property, however, is 
limited by section 203 of the act to purposes of education, public health, and civil 
defense. 

We would be opposed to any legislation such as H. R. 6537 which would permit 
the sale or donation of Government property which is merely excess as that term 
is defined in section 3 of the act. We would also be opposed to expanding the 
present surplus property donation program to include the United States Volun- 
teer Life Saving Corps, except to the extent that such authority may be provided 
under title 14, United States Code, section 641 (a), for the same reason that we 
have opposed extending the program to volunteer fire departments, rescue squads, 
and numerous other organizations. 

We have not questioned the worthiness of these purposes but have recom- 
mended to your committee and to the Senate Committee on Government Opera- 
tions that, in view of the serious administrative difficulties involved, any further 
expansion of the donation program should be supported only for major purposes 
which are compelling in the national interest, and which are not primarily local 
responsibilities. 

Sincerely yours, 
PEeRcIvAL F. BrunpaGE, Director. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 


Washington, D. C., June 3, 1957. 
Hon. Wirrr1AmM L. Dawson, 


Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in reply to your request for a report on H. R. 
7067, a bill to amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 
1949 to permit the donation and other disposal of property to tax-supported 
public recreation agencies. Property involved in this amendment includes both 
personal and real. 

In regard to personal property, we believe it inadvisable to enlarge the 
number of organizations or purposes for which such property may be donated. 
You may recall that the Government has had very unsatisfactory experience 
in the past under statutes authorizing donations for many different purposes. 
In 1949 those statutes were repealed because it had been found that the 
numerous claimants caused surplus property to remain in warehouses at Gov- 
ernment expense for long periods, sometimes even for years, while first one 
group and then another examined the lists of available surplus. In the end, 
most of the property was not wanted by any group and had to be sold. In such 
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instances, the losses due to damage and deterioration of stocks and the added 
costs of warehouse space, care and handling, and administration seemed un- 
justified. The laws were repealed in order to speed up, simplify, and make less 
costly the task of surplus property disposal. We have, therefore, generally 
opposed bills proposing to expand the donation program to include such 
purposes and institutions as mosquito control districts, 4-H clubs, volunteer 
fire departments and rescue squads, municipal gas, water, and sewer systems, 
scientific research institutions, and for general maintenance of cities and towns. 
For the same reasons we oppose extending the program to public recreation 
agencies. 

In the case of real property, other considerations are involved. For various 
reasons dictated by national interests and programs, the United States owns a 
considerable amount of real property in certain areas and very little or none 
in others. Since surplus real property is not transportable, in contrast to 
personal property, which can be evenly distributed throughout the country, 
those States or political subdivisions in which little or no Government-owned 
real property is located are at a distinct disadvantage in obtaining an equal 
share of the benefits to be derived from disposals. As you know, the Surplus 
Property Act of 1944, as amended, provides that real property determined by 
the Secretary of the Interior to be suitable for park or recreational purposes 
may be sold to States and political subdivisions for 50 percent of its fair value. 
We believe that this arrangement should be continued since it provides for a 
reasonable distribution of benefits derived from surplus real property disposal 
programs. 

We do not question the worthiness of these purposes but hesitate to expand 
existing programs. This position, in part, grows out of the difficulties de- 
scribed above, and in part is attributable to a belief that any further expansion 
of existing programs should be supported only for major purposes which are 
compelling in the national interest, and which are not primarily local respon- 
sibilities. 

Sincerely yours, 
PERCIVAL F. BRUNDAGE, Director. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, December 24, 1957. 
Hon. WILLIAM L. DAWSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations. 


My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in reply to your request for a report on H. R. 
9522, a bill to amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act 
of 1949 to authorize the disposal of surplus property to certain welfare agencies. 

We believe it inadvisable to enlarge the number of organizations or purposes 
for which surplus property may be donated. You may recall that the Gov- 
ernment has had very unsatisfactory experience in the past under statutes 
authorizing donations for many different purposes. In 1949 those statutes were 
repealed because it had been found that the numerous claimants caused sur- 
plus property to remain in warehouses at Government expense for long periods, 
sometimes even for years, while first one group and then another examined the 
lists of available surplus. In the end, most of the property was not wanted 
by any group and had to be sold. In such instances the losses due to damage 
and deterioration of stock and the added costs of warehouse space, care and 
handling, and administration seemed unjustified. The laws were repealed in 
order to speed up, simplify, and make less costly the task of surplus property 
disposal. We have, therefore, generally opposed bills proposing to expand the 
donation program to include such purposes and institutions, as mosquito con- 
trol districts, municipal water and gas systems, 4-H clubs, municipal govern- 
ments, and scientific and research organizations. For the same reasons we 
oppose extending the program to certain welfare agencies as proposed in H. R. 
9522. 

We have not questioned the worthiness of these purposes but have recom 
mended to your committee and to the Senate Committee on Government Opera- 
tions that, in view of the serious administrative difficulties involved, any further 
expansion o* the donation program should be supported only for major purposes 
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which are compelling in the national interest and which are not primarily local 
responsibilities. 


Sincerely yours, 
PERCIVAL F. BRUNDAGE, Director. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 


February 14, 1958. 
Hon. WILiiAM L. DAwson, 


Chairman, Committee on Government Operations. 


My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in reply to your requests for reports on 
H. R. 10010 and H. R. 10118, identical bills to amend the Federal Property and 
Administrative Services Act of 1949 to authorize the disposal of certain surplus 
property to public health agencies of a State, its political subdivisions and 
instrumentalities. 

We believe it inadvisable to enlarge the number of organizations or purposes 
for which surplus property may be donated. The Government has had very 
unsatisfactory experience in the past under statutes authorizing donations 
for many different purposes. In 1949 most of these statutes were repealed 
because it had been found that the numerous claimants caused surplus property 
to remain in warehouses at Government expense for long periods, sometimes 
even for years, while first one group and then another examined the lists of 
available surplus. In the end, most of the property was not wanted by any 
group and had to be sold. In such instances the losses due to damage and 
deterioration of stock and the added costs of warehouse space, care and handling, 
and administration seemed unjustified. The laws were repealed in order to 
speed up, simplify, and make less costly the task of surplus property disposal. 

For these reasons, we have opposed bills proposing to expand the donation 
program to include such purposes and institutions as welfare agencies, municipal 
water and gas systems, 4-H Clubs, municipal goverments, scientific and research 
organizations, rescue squads, local fire departments, and municipal corporations. 
For the same reasons we would oppose extending the donation program to 
include such additional purposes as land drainage, mosquito and insect control, 
and similar programs, as proposed in H. R. 10010 and H. R. 10118. 

Sincerely yours, 


MAURICE H. Stans, Acting Director. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 


Washington, D. C., April 3, 1958. 
Hon. Wri11AM L. DAwson, 


Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This will acknowledge your requests for reports 
on H. R. 10377, H. R. 11115, H. R. 11516, and H. R. 11324, identical bills to amend 
the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 to permit the 
donation of surplus property to volunteer fire-fighting organizations. 

These bills are also identical with H. R. 7552, H. R. 3406, and H. R. 7929, about 
which we wrote you last year. As we explained, we believe that further ex- 
pansion of the donation program should be supported only for major purposes 
which are compelling in the national interest and are not primarily local responsi- 
bilities. Accordingly, we recommend against favorable consideration of any of 
these bills. 

Sincerely yours, 
Purituip 8. HueHeEs, 
Acting Assistant Director for Legislative Reference. 











86 DONATION OF SURPLUS GOVERNMENT PROPERTY 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D. C., March 26, 1958. 
Hon. WitittaAM L. Dawson, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in reply to your request for a report on 
H. R. 105789, a bill to amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services 
Act of 1949 to permit the donation and other disposal of property to tax- 
supported public recreation agencies. Property involved in this amendment 
includes both personal and real. 

In regard to personal property, we believe it inadvisable to enlarge the 
number of organizations or purposes for which such property may be donated. 
The Government has had very unsatisfactory experience in the past under 
statutes authorizing donations for many different purposes. In 1949 most 
of these statutes were repealed because it had been found that the numerous 
claimants caused surplus property to remain in warehouses at Government 
expense for long periods, sometimes even for years, while first one group and 
then another examined the lists of available surplus. In the end, most of the 
property was not wanted by any group and had to be sold. In such instances, 
the losses due to damage and deterioration of stock and the added costs of 
warehouse space, care and handling, and administration seemed unjustified. 
The laws were repealed in order to speed up, simplify, and make less costly 
the task of surplus property disposal. For these reasons, we have opposed 
bills proposing to expand the donation program to include such purposes and 
institutions as mosquito control districts, 4-H Clubs, volunteer fire departments 
and rescue squads, municipal gas, water, and sewer systems, scientific and 
research organizations, and for general maintenance of cities and towns. For 
the same reasons we would oppose extending the program to include public 
recreation agencies. 

In the case of real property, other considerations are involved. For various 
reasons dictated by national interests and programs, the United States owns 
a considerable amount of real property in certain areas and very little or 
none in others. Since surplus real property is not transportable, in contrast 
to personal property which can be distributed throughout the country, those 
States or political subdivisions in which little or no Government-owned real 
property is located are at a distinct disadvantage in obtaining an equal share 
of the benefits to be derived from disposals. The Surplus Property Act of 1944, 
as amended, provides that real property determined by the Secretary of the 
Interior to be suitable for park or recreational purposes may be sold to States 
and political subdivisions for 50 percent of its fair value. We believe that 
this arrangement should be continued since it provides for a reasonable distri- 
bution of benefits derived from surplus real property disposal programs. 

For the above reasons we would oppose enactment of H. R. 10789. 

Sincerely yours, 
MAURICE H. Stans, Director. 


Exuisir 2—Repiies FRoM THE FEDERAL CIVIL DEFENSE ADMINISTRATION 


FEDERAL CIVIL DEFENSE ADMINISTRATION, 
OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR, 
Washington, D. C., May 9, 1957. 
Hon. WILt1AM L. DAwson, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. CO. 


DeEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in reply to your request for a report on H. R. 
4107 and H. R. 6316, 85th Congress, similar bills to amend the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949 to permit the donation of surplus prop- 
erty to volunteer fire-fighting organizations, volunteer reserve services, squads, 
and first-aid crews. 

H. R. 4107 and H. R. 6316 are similar to H. R. 10839 which was introduced in 
the 84th Congress before section 203 (j) of the Federal Property and Admin- 
istrative Services Act of 1949 was amended by Public Law 655, 84th Congress. 
(H. R. 10839 was pending in the Committee on Government Operations at the 
close of the 84th Cong. ) 
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Public Law 655 authorizes the donation of surplus property for civil defense 
purposes and permits donations to the State agency designated for the pur- 
pose of distributing allocated property (act of July 3, 1956; 40 U. S. C., sec. 484 
(j). Since the enactment of Public Law 655, therefore, surplus property may be 
donated to the States and used by volunteer fire-fighting crews, volunteer reserve 
services, squads, and first-aid crews, if these groups are integrated into civil 
defense, have an assigned mission in the civil defense plan, and use the donated 
property for civil defense purposes. The proposed bill, however, would au- 
thorize the donation of surplus property for the day-to-day operations of the 
aforementioned groups. 

Public Law 971, 84th Congress, extended the authority of the General Services 
Administration to negotiate the sale of surplus property (40 U. S. C., sec. 484 
(e); 70 Stat. 918). At the time of the hearings on Public Law 971, there was 
testimony that the General Services Administration continued to be in need of 
such legislation because some State and municipal governments cannot partici- 
pate in the sale of surplus property for the reason that local law will not allow 
them to enter competitive bidding (pp. 60 and 61 of the hearings before the 
Subcommittee on Reorganization of the Senate Committee on Government Op- 
erations, 84th Cong., 2d sess., with regard to S. 3693, S. 1527, H. R. 7227, and 
H. R. 7855). Thus, one of the reasons for extending GSA’s authority to nego- 
tiate the sale of surplus property was to make surplus property available for 
purchase by such groups as those mentioned in the proposed legislation. They 
can purchase surplus property through negotiation within the framework of the 
regulations promulgated by GSA under Public Law 971 whether or not they 
qualify under the civil defense program. 

If surplus property were donated for the purposes of the proposed bills, the 
Federal Government would incur heavy administrative expenses. As we vVis- 
ualize the operation under the proposed authority, the additional donees would, 
of necessity, require the establishment of a system of priorities. The Federal 
Government would set up minimum standards for eligibility and would require 
the designation of a single State agency to receive the property. This would be 
a tremendous task because of the many groups that would be eligible all over 
the United States. In the past, a system of priorities has proved to be virtually 
unworkable. The Commission on Organization of the Executive Branch of the 
Government (Hoover Commission), in its report on surplus property, recognized 
that “the inclusion of other donees, such as cities and counties, would pose com- 
plex problems of determining priorities” (p. 45). From the standpoint of 
economy and better property Management, we are of the opinion that the re- 
quirements of the aforementioned groups can be much better met by the sale of 
surplus property under the procedures of the General Services Administration. 

One final point is worth mentioning. The bills, as drafted, do not take into 
consideration the provisions of Public Law 655 and would, if enacted, repeal 
that law. We doubt whether this is the intention behind the proposed legisla- 
tion because it was originally drafted before the enactment of Public Law 655 
and, at that time, it was intended to authorize an additional donation authority 
rather than to repeal authorities already granted. Consequently, if these bills 
are to be considered by the Congress, they should be revised so as not to repeal 
the provisions of Public Law 655. 

For the reasons above stated, this Administration opposes the enactment of 
H. R. 4107 and H. R. 6316. 

Advice has been received from the Bureau of the Budget that there would be 
no objection to the submission of this report. 

Sincerely, 


VAL PETERSON. 


FEDERAL CIVIL DEFENSE ADMINISTRATION, 
NATIONAL HEADQUARTERS, 
OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR, 


Battle Creek, Mich., October 18, 1957. 
Hon. WILLIAM L. Dawson, 


Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 
Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in reply to your request for a report on H. R. 


6537, 85th Congress, a bill to authorize the disposition of certain obsolete and 
excess property to the United States Volunteer Life Saving Corps. 
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H. R. 6537 would authorize the sale and donation of certain obsolete, excess, 
and other property by the Secretaries of the Army, Navy, and Air Force, and 
the Commander of the Coast Guard to the United States Volunteer Life Saving 
Corps. The United States Volunteer Life Saving Corps is a corporation which 
was organized in 1870. It has its principal office in New York City. It consists 
of volunteer crews of lifesavers and boatmen for every important place where 
people congregate along the waterways in the State of New York and in other 
parts of the United States where there is no supervision. They assist in rescue 
work during hurricanes. 

As drafted, there is no provision in the bill requiring that such property first 
be determined surplus to the needs of all Federal agencies in accordance with 
the provisions of Public Law 152, 81st Congress, as amended. In addition, no 
standards are set forth as to the types of property which would be made avail- 
able for donation or sale. As we interpret the proposed legislation, the determi- 
nation that property is usable and necessary for the United States Volunteer Life 
Saving Corps would be the responsibility of the respective Secretaries of the 
services and of the Coast Guard Commandant. 

The control of the donation of personal property under the provisions of the 
proposed legislation would be entirely outside of the Federal Civil Defense Ad- 
ministration. The determination of usability and need by the service Secretaries 
and the Coast Guard Commandant would serve to add an additional “special- 
interest group” and would result in increased direct donations by the Coast 
Guard and Department of Defense holding agencies. Such legislation would 
only add to the difficulty of administering the donation program and would extend 
and broaden the surplus personal property program beyond the concept of dona- 
tions through a single State agency as provided under Public Law 655, 84th 
Congress. 

For the foregoing reasons, the Federal Civil Defense Administration opposes 
the enactment of H. R. 6537. 

Advice has been received from the Bureau of the Budget that there would be 
no objection to the submission of this report. 

Sincerely, 
L. E. BERRY 
(For Leo A. Hoegh). 


Exutsit 3—REPLIES FROM THE GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE 


COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 


Washington, February 6, 1957. 
Hon. WILLIAM L. DAwson, 


Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives. 

DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Further reference is made to your letter of January 
16, 1957, requesting our comments on H. R. 242. 

The bill would amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act 
of 1949 to permit the donation of surplus property to volunteer fire departments 
and volunteer rescue or lifesaving squads. We have no direct knowledge of the 
need of such organizations for surplus property of the Government, nor of the 
type, value, or quantity of such surplus property which might be used by those 
organizations. Therefore, we are not in a position to make a recommendation 
as to the merits of the bill. We note that this bill is one of several which have 
been introduced to permit donations for purposes not presently authorized by 
existing law. Such bills would authorize donations to 4-H clubs, youth camps 
and centers, and similar organizations. 

We suggest, therefore, that if legislation to permit donations for such public 
purposes is deemed necessary or desirable consideration should be given to 
enacting general legislation rather than legislation on an individual basis. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOSEPH CAMPBELL, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, January 30, 1957. 
Hon. WILLIAM L. DAWSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives. 


DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Further reference is made to your letter of January 16, 
1957, acknowledged January 17, requesting our comments on H. R. 543, 85th 
Congress, 1st session, entitled “A bill to amend the Federal Property and Admin- 
istrative Services Act of 1949 to permit the donation and other disposal of 
property to tax-supported public recreation agencies.” 

The need or desirability of the proposed legislation is not a matter on which 
we have any special information and, consequently, we are not in a position 
to make any recommendation as to the merits of the bill. We have noticed, 
however, that a number of bills have been introduced to permit donations of 
surplus property for purposes not presently authorized by law. Such bills 
would authorize donations to volunteer fire-fighting organizations, volunteer 
rescue squads, civilian defense organizations of the States, 4-H Clubs, and 
youth camps and centers. 

In view of the number and types of organizations we suggest that considera- 
tion be given to the advisability of enacting general legislation on the subject 
rather than legislation on an individual basis. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOSEPH CAMPBELL, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 





COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, January 31, 1957. 
Hon. WILLIAM L. DAWSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives. 


DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Further reference is made to your letter of January 16, 
1957, requesting a report on H. R. 737. 

The bill would amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act 
of 1949, to permit disposal of certain surplus property to State defense forces. 

We have no direct knowledge of the need of the various State defense forces 
for the type of equipment proposed to be donated to them by the bill nor do we 
have any information as to the value or quantity of such surplus property which 
might be used by those organizations. We are not in a position, therefore, to make 
a recommendation concerning the merits of the bill. We note that H. R. 737 is 
one of several bills which have been introduced to extend the surplus property 
donation program. Such bills would authorize donations to volunteer fire 
departments, volunteer rescue squads, civilian defense organizations of the 
States and youth camps and centers. We believe, therefore, that consideration 
should be given to enacting general legislation rather than legislation on an 
individual basis. 

If the bill is given favorable consideration it appears that the statute citation 
on pages 1 and 2 should be 69th Statutes at Large, page 686, rather than 64th 
Statutes at Large, page 1072. Also, it appears that the word “sentence” should 
be substituted for the word “section” following the word “first” in line 5, page 
2, of the bill. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOSEPH CAMPBELL, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 


COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, January 28, 1957. 
Hon. WILLIAM L. DAWSON, 


Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives. 
DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Further reference is made to your letter of January 17, 
1957, requesting a report concerning H. R. 2504, which would provide for the 
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donation of surplus Government property to 4-H clubs for the construction, 
equipment, and operation of camps and centers. 

The need or desirability of the proposed legislation is not a matter on which 
we have any special information and, consequently, we are not in a position 
to make any recommendation as to the merits of the bill. We have noticed, 
however, that a number of bills have been introduced to permit donations of 
surplus property for purposes not presently authorized by existing law. Such 
bills would authorize donations to volunteer fire-fighting organizations, civilian 
defense organizations of the States, and youth camps and centers. In view of 
the number and types of organizations under consideration in those bills, we 
believe that general rather than individual legislation might be a preferable 
means of amending existing law. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOSEPH CAMPBELL, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 


COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 


Washington, February 11, 1957. 
Hon. Wit1i1AM L. DAwson, 


Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives. 


Deak Mr. CHAIRMAN: Further reference is made to your letter of February 1, 
1957, requesting any comments we may care to offer on H. R. 4007. 

The bill would amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act 
of 1949 to permit the donation of surplus property to publicly owned water dis- 
tricts and publicly owned sewer districts. We have no direct knowledge of the 
need of such organizations for surplus property of the Government, nor of the 
type, value, or quantity of such surplus property which might be used by those 
agencies. We are not in a position, therefore, to make a recommendation as to 
the merits of the bill. However, we note that this bill is one of several which 
have been introduced to increase the scope of the donation program. There 
have been proposals to permit donations of surplus property for such purposes 
as volunteer rescue or life-saving squads, volunteer fire departments, and similar 
organizations. 

We believe that, if legislation to permit donations for such public purposes is 
deemed necessary or desirable, consideration should be given to enacting general 
legislation rather than legislation on an individual basis. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOSEPH CAMPBELL, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 


COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, February 13, 1957. 
Hon. WILLIAM L. DAwson, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Reperesentatives. 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Further reference is made to your letter of February 4, 
1957, requesting a report on H. R. 4107. 

The bill would amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act 
of 1949 to permit the donation of surplus property to volunteer fire-fighting or- 
ganizations, volunteer reserve services, squads, and first-aid crews. We have 
no direct knowledge of the need of those organizations for surplus property of 
the United States, nor of the type, value, or quantity of such surplus property 
which might be used by those organizations. Therefore, we are not in a position 
to make a recommendation as to the merits of the bill. We should like to point 
out, however, that recently several bills have been introduced which would permit 
the donation of surplus property to similar public organizations. While we do 
not question the worthiness of such bills, we believe that, if such legislation is 
deemed necessary or desirable, the enactment of general legislation is preferable 
to the enactment of legislation on an individual basis. 

If the bill is favorably considered, it is believed that it should be redrafted since, 
apparently, consideration was not given to the recent amendments made to sec- 








DONATION OF SURPLUS GOVERNMENT PROPERTY 91 


tion 208 (j) of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 
by Public Law 655, approved July 3, 1956 (70 Stat. 493). 
Sincerely yours, 
JOSEPH CAMPBELL, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 





COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, March 18, 1957. 
Hon. WILLIAM L. Dawson, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Reperesentatives. 

DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Further reference is made to your letter of March 4, 
1957, requesting our comments on H. R. 5448. 

The bill would amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act 
of 1949 to permit the donation of surplus real and personal property to public 
and other nonprofit rehabilitation facilities and workshops. We have no direct 
knowledge of the need of such organizations for surplus property of the Govern- 
ment, nor of the type, value, or quantity of such surplus property which might 
be used by those organizations. We are not in a position, therefore, to make a 
recommendation as to the merits of the bill. We note that this bill is one of sey- 
eral which have been introduced to increase the scope of the donation program. 
There have been proposals to permit donations of surplus property to 4-H Clubs, 
volunteer rescue or lifesaving squads, volunteer fire departments, and similar 
organizations. 

We believe that if legislation to permit donations for such public purposes is 
deemed necessary or desirable, consideration should be given to enacting general 
legislation rather than legislation on an individual basis. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOSEPH CAMPBELL, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 


COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATEs, 
Washington, March 13, 1957. 
Hon. WILLIAM L. DAwson, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives. 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Further reference is made to your letter of March 4, 
1957, requesting our views on H. R. 5451. 

The bill would amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act 
of 1949 to permit the donation of surplus property to municipalities. We have 
no direct knowledge of the need of municipalities for surplus property of the 
United States, nor of the type, value, or quantity of such surplus property which 
might be used by such organizations. We are not in a position, therefore, to 
make a recommendation as to the merits of the bill. This bill is one of several 
which have been introduced to permit donations for purposes not presently 
authorized by existing law. Such bills would authorize donations to 4-H Clubs, 
youth camps and centers, volunteer fire departments, volunteer rescue squads, 
and similar organizations. 

While we do not question the worthiness of such bills, we believe that, if legis- 
lation for such public purposes is deemed necessary or desirable, consideration 
should be given to enacting general legislation rather than legislation on an 
individual basis. 

Sincerely yours, 
JosEPH CAMPBELL, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, March 12, 1957. 
Hon. Witi1AM L. Dawson, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives. 


DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Further reference is made to your letter of March 4, 
1957, requesting our views on H. R. 5460. 

The bill would amend section 203 (j) of the Federal Property and Adminis- 
trative Services Act of 1949 to provide that surplus personal property which is 
not donated pursuant to the provisions of that section shall, before being offered 
for sale to the general public, be offered for sale to States and political subdivi- 
sions thereof, including municipalities, at a price not in excess of that at which 
such property was made available to Federal agencies before it was declared 
surplus. 

Under existing law and regulations, property under the control of any execu- 
tive agency excess to its needs as determined by the head of such agency is first 
screened for possible transfer to other Federal agencies as provided in 202 (a) 
of the act. Such excess property not disposed of accordingly, and determined 
to be surplus, may then be donated for educational, public-health, or civil-defense 
purposes, including research, as provided in section 203 (j). If not disposed of 
as above, the property then would become available for disposal as surplus to the 
general public, as provided by section 208 (c). 

The instant bill would not interfere in any way with the first two steps men- 
tioned above. It would, however, give States and political subdivisions the first 
opportunity to purchase the property before offering the property for sale to the 
general public. 

In view of the purposes of the bill, we have no objections to the enactment of 
H. R. 5460. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOSEPH CAMPBELL, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 


COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, March 11, 1957. 
Hon. W1LirAM L. DAwson, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives. 


DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Further reference is made to your letter of March 4, 
1957, requesting our views on H. R. 5470. 

The bill would amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act 
of 1949 to permit the donation of surplus real and personal property to municipal 
governments for municipal governmental purposes. 

We have no direct knowledge of the need of municipal governments, for sur- 
plus property of the United States nor of the type, value or quantity of such sur- 
plus property which might be used by those organizations. Therefore, we are 
not in a position to make a recommendation as to the merits of the bill. We note 
that this bill is one of several which have been introduced to permit donations 
for purposes not presently authorized by existing law. Such bills would au- 
thorize donations to 4-H Clubs, youth camps and centers, volunteer fire depart- 
ments, volunteer rescue squads, and similar organizations. 

While we do not question the worthiness of such bills, we believe that if legis- 
lation for such public purposes is deemed necessary or desirable, consideration 
should be given to enacting general legislation rather than legislation on an 
individual basis. 

It appears that section 1 (d) of the bill should be amended to provide for 
striking out the word “respectively” from the paragraph of subsection (j) which 
would be renumbered as paragraph (6). 

Sincerely yours, 
JOSEPH CAMPBELL, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 


| 
| 
| 
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, April 8, 1957. 
Hon. WILL1AM L. DAwson, 
Chairman, Commiitee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives. 

DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN : Further reference is made to your letter of April 1, 1957, 
requesting our comments on H. R. 6316. 

The bill would amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act 
of 1949 to permit the donation of surplus property to volunteer fire-fighting 
organizations, volunteer reserve services, squads, and first-aid crews. We have 
no direct knowledge of the need of those organizations for surplus property of 
the United States nor of the type, value, or quantity of such surplus property 
which might be used by those organizations. Therefore, we are not in a position 
to make a recommendation as to the merits of the bill. We should like to point 
out, however, that recently several bills have been introduced which would 
permit the donation of surplus property to similar public organizations. While 
we do not question the worthiness of such bills we believe that if such legislation 
is deemed necessary or desirable, the enactment of general legislation is prefer- 
able to the enactment of separate legislation for each such category. 

If the bill is favorably considered it is believed that it should be redrafted 
since apparently consideration was not given to the recent amendments made 
to section 203 of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, 
by Public Law 200, approved August 1, 1955 (69 Stat. 480), and Public Law 655, 
approved July 3, 1956 (70 Stat. 493). 

Sincerely yours, 
JOSEPH CAMPBELL, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 


COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, April 16, 1957. 
Hon. WILLIAM L. Dawson, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives. 


DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Further reference is made to your letter dated April 
2, 1957, acknowledged April 3, requesting our comments on H. R. 6537, 85th 
Congress, Ist session. 

H. R. 6537 would authorize the Secretaries of the Army and Air Force to 
sell, and the Secretary of the Navy and the Commandant of the Coast Guard 
to sell or donate, obsolete or surplus Government property to the United States 
Volunteer Lifesaving Corps. 

We are advised that the United States Volunteer Lifesaving Corps is a non- 
profit organization incorporated in 1906 under the laws of the State of New 
York for the purpose of providing volunteer lifesaving services, instruction 
in swimming, rescue work, and first aid at locations where people congregate 
for pleasure on the inland waterways of the State of New York, the several 
United States, and at coastal watering places where such services are not pro- 
vided by the United States. However, we have no information relative to the 
extent of the Corps’ activities or the need or desirability of the proposed legis- 
lation and consequently we are not in a position to make any recommendation 
as to the merits of the bill. We have noticed, however, that a number of bills 
have been introduced in the present Congress to permit donations of surplus 
property for purposes not presently authorized by law. Such bills would author- 
ize donations to volunteer fire-fighting organizations, volunteer rescue squads, 
civilian-defense organizations of the States, 4-H Clubs, tax-supported public 
recreation agencies, and youth camps and centers. 

In view of the number and types of organizations we suggest that considera- 
tion be given to the advisability of enacting general legislation on the subject 
rather than legislation on an individual basis. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOSEPH CAMPBELL, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, D.C., May 8, 1957. 
Hon. Wri11AM L. Dawson, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Further reference is made to your letter of May 1, 
1957, requesting our comments on H. R. 7067. 

The bill would amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services 
Act of 1949, to permit the donation of surplus personal and real property to 
tax-supported public recreation agencies. We have no direct knowledge as to 
the need of those agencies for surplus property of the United States nor of the 
type, value, or quantity of such surplus property which might be used by those 
agencies. We are not in a position, therefore, to make a recommendation as 
to the merits of the bill. We should like to point out, however, that recently 
several bills have been introduced which would permit the donation of surplus 
property to various public organizations. While we do not question the worthi- 
ness of such bills we believe that if such legislation is deemed necessary or 
desirable, the enactment of general legislation is preferable to the enactment 
of legislation on an individual basis. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOSEPH CAMPBELL, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 


COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, September 16, 1957. 
Hon, WILi1aM L. Dawson, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives. 

Deak Mr. CHAIRMAN: Further reference is made to your letter of September 
10, 1957, requesting our views on H. R. 9522. 

The bill would amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act 
of 1949, to permit the donation of surplus property to certain welfare agencies. 

The need or desirability of the proposed legislation is not a matter on which 
we have any special information and, consequently, we are not in a position to 
make any recommendation as to the merits of the bill. We have noticed, how- 
ever, that a number of bills have been introduced to permit donations of surplus 
property for purposes not presently authorized by law. Such bills would author- 
ize donations to volunteer fire-fighting organizations, volunteer rescue squads, 
4—H Clubs, and youth camps and centers. 

In view of the number and types of organizations we suggest that considera- 
tion be given to the advisability of enacting general legislation on the subject 
rather than legislation on an individual basis. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOSEPH CAMPBELL, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 


COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, January 1, 1958. 
Hon. WILLIAM L. Dawson, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives. 

Deak Mr. CHAIRMAN: Further reference is made to your letter of January 22, 
1958, requesting our comments on H. R. 10118. 

The bill would amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act 
of 1949, to authorize the disposal of certain surplus property to public health 
agencies of a State, its political subdivisions and instrumentalities. Public health 
agencies are defined as including but not limited to malaria control districts, 
mosquito and insect control districts, sanitary districts, and drainage districts. 

While we have no direct knowledge of the need for the agencies included in 
H. R. 10118 to receive surplus property from the Government, it is recognized 
that such agencies are carrying out public health purposes and, therefore, we 
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have no objection to those agencies being authorized to receive donations of 
surplus property from the Government. 
Sincerely yours, 
JOSEPH CAMPBELL, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 





CoMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATEs, 
Washington, February 14, 1958. 
Hon. WiLt1AM L. Dawson, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Further reference is made to your letter of February 5, 
1958, requesting our comments on H. R. 10377. 

The bill would amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act 
of 1949 to permit disposal of surplus property to volunteer fire-fighting organiza- 
tions. 

We have no direct knowledge of the need of those organizations for surplus 
property of the United States nor of the type, value, or quantity of such surplus 
property which might be used by them. Therefore, we are not in a position 
to make a recommendation as to the merits of the bill. We should like to point 
out, however, that several bills have been introduced in the past which would 
permit the donation of surplus property to similar public organizations. While 
we do not question the worthiness of such bills we believe that if such legislation 
is deemed necessary or desirable, the enactment of general legislation is prefer- 
able to the enactment of separate legislation for each individual purpose. 

If the bill is favorably considered it is believed that it should be redrafted 
since apparently consideration was not given to the amendments made to section 
203 of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, by Public 
Law 200, approved August 1, 1955 (69 Stat. 480), and Public Law 655, approved 
July 3, 1956 (70 Stat. 493). 

Sincerely yours, 
JOSEPH CAMPBELL, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 


COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, March 4, 1958. 
Hon. WILLIAM L. DAWSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives. 

DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Further reference is made to your letter of February 21, 
1958, requesting our comments on H. R. 10789. 

The bill would amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act 
of 1949, to permit the donation of surplus personal and real property to tax- 
supported public recreation agencies. We have no direct knowledge as to the 
need of those agencies for surplus property of the United States nor of the type, 
value, or quantity of such surplus property which might be used by those agen- 
cies. We are not in a position, therefore, to make a recommendation as to the 
merits of the bill. We have noticed that a number of bills have been introduced 
to permit donations of surplus property to various public organizations. While 
we do not question the worthiness of such bills we believe that if such legislation 
is deemed necessary or desirable, the enactment of general legislation is prefer- 
able to the enactment of legislation on an individual basis. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOSEPH CAMPBELL, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, March 25, 1958. 
Hon. Wititiam L. DAwson, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives. 


DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Further reference is made to your letter of March 12, 
1958, requesting our comments on H. R. 11824, a bill to amend the Federal 
Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 to permit the donation of sur- 
plus property to volunteer fire-fighting organizations. 

We have no direct knowledge of the need of those organizations for surplus 
property of the United States nor of the type, value, or quantity of such surplus 
property which might be used by them. Therefore, we are not in a position to 
make a recommendation as to the merits of the bill. We should like to point 
out, however, that several bills have been introduced in the past which would 
permit the donation of surplus property to similar public organizations. While 
we do not question the worthiness of such bills we believe that if such legislation 
is deemed necessary or desirable, the enactment of general legislation is prefer- 
able to the enactment of separate legislation for each individual purpose. 

If the bill is favorably considered it is believed that it should be redrafted 
since apparently consideration was not given to the amendments made to section 
203 of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, by Public 
Law 200, approved August 1, 1955 (69 Stat. 480), and Public Law 655, approved 
July 3, 1956 (70 Stat. 493). 

Sincerely yours, 
JOSEPH CAMPBELL, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 





COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, March 18, 1958. 
Hon. Witt1aAM L. DAwSson, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives. 


DeAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Further reference is made to your letter of March 6, 
1958, requesting our comments on H. R. 11115, a bill to amend the Federal 
Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 to permit the donation of sur- 
plus property to volunteer fire-fighting organizations. 

We have no direct knowledge of the need of those organizations for surplus 
property of the United States nor of the type, value, or quantity of such surplus 
property which might be used by them. Therefore, we are not in a _ posi- 
tion to make a recommendation as to the merits of the bill. We should 
like to point out, however, that several bills have been introduced in the past 
which would permit the donation of surplus property to similar public organ- 
izations. While we do not question the worthiness of such bills we believe that 
if such legislation is deemed necessary or desirable, the enactment of general 
legislation is preferable to the enactment of separate legislation for each indi- 
vidual purpose. 

If the bill is favorably considered it is believed that it should be redrafted 
since apparently consideration was not given to the amendments made to sec- 
tion 203 of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, by 
Public Law 200, approved August 1, 1955 (69 Stat. 480), and Public Law 655, 
approved July 3, 1956 (70 Stat. 493). 

Sincerely yours, 
JOSEPH CAMPBELL, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 


COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, D.C., March 28, 1958. 
Hon. WILLIAM L. Dawson, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives. 
DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Further reference is made to your letter of March 21, 
1958, requesting our comments on H. R. 11516. 
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The bill would amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act 
of 1949 to permit disposal of certain property to volunteer fire-fighting organ- 
izations. 

We have no direct knowledge of the need of the various volunteer fire-fighting 
organizations in the States for the type of equipment proposed to be donated to 
them by the bill nor do we have any information as to the value or quantity of 
such surplus property which might be used by these organizations. We are not 
in a position, therefore, to make a recommendation as to the merits of the bill. 
We should like to point out, however, that several bills have been introduced in 
the past which would permit the donation of surplus property to similar public 
organizations. While we do not question the worthiness of such bills we believe 
that if such legislation is deemed necessary or desirable, the enactment of general 
legislation is preferable to the enactment of separate legislation for each 
individual purpose. 

If the bill is favorably considered it is believed that it should be redrafted 
since apparently consideration was not given to the amendments made to section 
203 of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, by Public 
Law 200, approved August 1, 1955 (69 Stat. 430), and Public Law 655, approved 
July 3, 1956 (70 Stat. 493). 

Sincerely yours, 
JOSEPH CAMPBELL, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 


COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, D. C., May 5, 1958. 
Hon. WILLIAM L. DAwSoN, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives. 


DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Further reference is made to your letter of April 28, 
1958, requesting our comments on H. R. 12025. 

The bill would amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act 
of 1949 to permit disposal of certain property to volunteer fire-fighting organ- 
izations. 

We have no direct knowledge of the need of the various volunteer fire-fighting 
organizations in the States for the type of equipment proposed to be donated to 
them by the bill nor do we have any information as to the value or quantity of 
such surplus property which might be used by those organizations. We are 
not in a position, therefore, to make a recommendation as to the merits of the 
bill. We should like to point out, however, that several bills have been intro- 
duced in the past which would permit the donation of surplus property to similar 
public organizations. While we do not question the worthiness of such bills we 
believe that if such legislation is deemed necessary or desirable, the enactment 
of general legislation is preferable to the enactment of separate legislation for 
each individual purpose. 

If the bill is favorably considered it is believed that it should be redrafted 
since apparently consideration was not given to the amendments made to section 
203 of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, by Public 
Law 200, approved August 1, 1955 (69 Stat. 480), and Public Law 655, approved 
July 3, 1956 (70 Stat. 493). 

Sincerely yours, 
JOSEPH CAMPBELL, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 


COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, D. C., June 26, 1958. 
Hon. WILLIAM L. Dawson, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives. 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Further reference is made to your letter of June 18, 
1958, requesting our Views on H. R. 12959. 

We have no direct knowledge of the need of the various volunteer fire-fighting 
organizations in the States for the type of equipment proposed to be donated 
to them by the bill nor do we have any information as to the value or quantity 
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of such surplus property which might be used by those organizations. We are 
not in a position, therefore, to make a recommendation as to the merits of the 
bill. We should like to point out, however, that several bills have been intro- 
duced in the past which would permit the donation of surplus property to 
similar public organizations. While we do not question the worthiness of such 
bills we believe that if such legislation is deemed necessary or desirable, the 
enactment of general legislation is preferable to the enactment of separate legis- 
lation for each individual purpose. 

If the bill is favorably considered it is believed that it should be redrafted 
since apparently consideration was not given to the amendments made to sec- 
tion 203 of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, by 
Public Law 200, approved August 1, 1955 (69 Stat. 480), and Public Law 655, 
approved July 3, 1956 (70 Stat. 498). 

Sincerely yours, 
JOSEPH CAMPBELL, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 


Exuisit 4—Repiires FrRoM THE GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 


GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington, D. C. 
Hon. WILLIAM L. DAwson, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Your letter of January 16, 1957, requested the views 
of the General Services Administration on H. R. 543, a bill to amend thie 
Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 to permit the donation 
and other disposal of property to tax-supported public recreation agencies. 

The purpose of the bill is to amend the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949, as amended, to include public recreation as an additional 
purpose for which the Administrator of General Services is authorized to donate 
surplus property and to include tax-supported public recreational agencies among 
the institutions authorized to receive surplus property. The bill places responsi- 
bility for determining whether surplus property is usable and necessary for 
public recreation purposes on the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare. 
The bill also authorizes the Administrator of General Services and the Secretary 
of HEW to dispose of surplus real property to tax-supported public recreation 
agencies for public recreation the same as presently provided in the act for 
properties to be used for health and education purposes. The provision author- 
izing the Secretary of HEW to take into consideration any public benefit which 
has accrued or may accrue to the United States from the use of such real 
property by the grantees is also applicable to transfers or conveyances for public 
recreation purposes. This bill is one of a number of bills which have been 
introduced for the purpose of extending the existing authorization for the 
donation or conveyance of surplus real and personal property to cover various 
special activities and organizations. 

The enactment of this legislative proposal would necessarily increase the 
operating costs and impede the personal property disposal operations of General 
Services Administration. Handling the numerous inquiries that may be expected, 
and reviewing the records of stocks and the screening of available surplus against 
the competitive requests of various recreation agencies to determine the usability 
and need for such property will be laborious. In addition such reviews will 
seriously interfere with regular operations for utilization of excess, and delay 
the disposal of surplus personal property by sale. We are also concerned with 
the possible ill will and delays in warehouse clearance that will arise out of the 
settlement of competing claims between various recreational agencies and be- 
tween recreational agencies and agencies demanding property for educational, 
public-health, and civil-defense purposes. 

Some of the objections stated above will be applicable in part to the difficul- 
ties that may be expected in our disposal of surplus real property. In addition 
the bill will amend materially the specific provisions of the Federal Property and 
Administrative Services Act pertaining to conveyances of real property for 
recreational purposes. Section 602 (a) of the Federal Property and Administra- 
tive Services Act of 1949, as amended, continues in effect section 13 (h) of the 
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Surplus Property Act of 1944, as amended. Section 13 (h) (2) thereof provides 
as follows: 

“Conveyances for park or recreational purposes made pursuant to the au- 
thority contained in this subsection shall be made at a price equal to 50 per 
centum of the fair value of the property conveyed, based on the highest and best 
use of the property at the time it is offered for disposal, regardless of the former 
character or use, as determined by the Administrator. Conveyances of property 
for historic monument purposes under this subsection shall be made without 
monetary consideration: Provided, That no property shall be determined under 
this paragraph to be suitable or desirable for use as an historic monument except 
in conformity with the recommendation of the Advisory Board on National Parks, 
Historic Sites, Buildings and Monuments established by section 3 of the Act en- 
titled ‘An Act for the preservation of historic American sites, buildings, objects, 
and antiquities of national significance, and for other purposes,’ approved August 
21, 1935 (49 Stat. 666), and no property shall be so determined to be suitable or 
desirable for such use if (A) its area exceeds that necessary for the preservation 
and property observation of the historic monument situated thereon, or (B) it 
was acquired by the United States at any time subsequent to January 1, 1900.” 

This bill if enacted will, in effect, eliminate the requirement for the payment 
of 50 percent of the fair value of the real property conveyed for recreational areas 
as required by section 138 (h) (2) and substitute the public benefit allowance 
provision now provided in section 203 (k) of the Federal Property and Admin- 
istrative Services Act of 1949, as amended. In this connection the Federal Prop- 
erty and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended, contains broad au- 
thority for the disposition of surplus real property to States and local govern- 
ments and institutions for specific public uses either without consideration or 
under significantly favorable pricing formulas. While disposals for these pur- 
poses serve useful purposes they (1) frequently entail delays in the disposal of 
surplus real property by sale to the general public, (2) prevent the return of sur- 
plus real property to the local tax rolls, and (3) substantially reduce the mone- 
tary return to the Federal Government. Enactment of this measure would en- 
large the scope of such disposals. With the increasing demands on available 
financial resources of the Federal Government to support and maintain the de- 
sired level of Federal governmental activities, any action which would result 
in the depletion of sources of revenue at this time is of doubtful wisdom. 

For these reasons, GSA is opposed to the enactment of H. R. 543. The fiscal 
effects of the enactment of this measure on the returns that might be realized 
from the disposal of surplus property, as presently authorized, cannot be evalu- 
ated. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the submis- 
sion of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely, 
FRANKLIN G. FLOETE, Administrator. 


GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington, D. C., July 31, 1958. 
Hon. Jonn W. McCorMack, 
Chairman, Special Subcommittee on Donable Property, Committee on 
Government Operations, House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Your letter of July 28, 1958, advised that your Special 
Subcommittee on Donable Property of the House Committee on Government Op- 
erations plans to hold hearings on Friday, August 1, 1958, at 10 a. m., in room 
F—16 of the Capitol Building on the following bills: H. R. 543, 7067, 10789, 1132 
3406, 6316, 7929, 10010, 10118, 9522, 242, 2504, and 5460. 

General Services Administration is opposed to the enactment of these bills and 
in commenting on each has so advised Hon. William L. Dawson, chairman of the 
House Committee on Government Operations. The reasons for our objection are 
set forth in our reports on the proposed legislation. 

As you know, numerous bills similar to those mentioned in your letter have 
been introduced in this and other sessions of the Congress which would amend 
the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended, to ex- 
tend the existing authorization for donation of surplus property. We are in the 
process of making a thorough study of the present donable program and hope to 
come up with some sound suggestions in the near future. 


’ 
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I appreciate your advising me of the hearing on these bills and will have a 
representative there as an observer. 
Sincerely yours, 


FRANKLIN FLOETE, Administrator. 





GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington, D.C., April 19, 1957. 
Hon. Wir1t1AM L. Dawson, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Your letter of January 16, 1957, requested a report by 
GSA on H. R. 242, to amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services 
Act of 1949 to permit the donation of surplus property to certain community 
organizations. 

To the authorization presently contained in section 203 of the Federal Prop- 
erty and Administrative Services Act of 1949 for donations of surplus personal 
property for educational, public health, or civil defense purposes, H. R. 242 would 
add a new provision for donation by the Administrator of General Services to 
“organizations such as volunteer fire departments and volunteer rescue or life- 
saving squads, which perform community services which would be performed by 
the State, or its political subdivisions, if not performed by such organizations,” 
of surplus personal property under the control of any executive agency and 
determined by the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare to be usable and 
necessary for the purposes of such organizations. This bill is one of a number of 
bills which have been introduced for the purpose of extending the existing author- 
ization for the donation of surplus personal property to cover various special 
activities and organizations. 

Notwithstanding how salutary may be the objective of these community organ- 
izations, GSA objects to the enactment of H. R. 242 for the reasons hereinafter 
set forth. 

The enactment of this legislative proposal would necessarily increase the oper- 
ating costs and impede the operations of this Administration as well as of the 
Department of Defense, the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, the 
Federal Civil Defense Administration, and other executive agencies concerned 
with the disposition of surplus property. To illustrate: 

Inquiries from and interviews with the representatives of the community 
organizations seeking information about surplus property and about proce- 
dures for obtaining it would be time consuming and costly, particularly 
because, aS we must assume from the comprehensive description of these 
organizations as given in H. R. 242, they are numerous in many States, and 
operate independently of others in adjoining communities. 

The reviewing of records and stocks and the screening of available sur- 
plus against the competitive requests of the many community organizations in 
order that determinations of usability and need could be made would un- 
doubtedly be laborious, and might often seriously interfere with regular 
operations for utilization of excess and delay the disposal of surplus property 
by sale. 

The settlement of competing claims between individual community organi- 
zations, and of requests for donations from that group and of vying de- 
mands on account of education, public health, and civil defense, would con- 
stitute a recurring problem likely to engender ill will and create still further 
delays in warehouse clearance. 

The meritorious activities of the community organizations are fully recognized. 
It must at the same time be kept in mind that there are many other organizations 
the objectives and programs of which are likewise praiseworthy. To single out 
the community organization group for preferential treatment in the disposal of 
Government surplus property would be discriminatory toward the other deserving 
entities. 

To broaden the surplus property donation authority of the Federal Property and 
Administrative Services Act of 1949 to cover this new group would operate as an 
invitation to present still more proposals for inclusion of additional organizations. 
Adoption of such proposals would inevitably result not only in increased admin- 
istrative costs and complication of disposal operations, but also in jeopardizing 
the orderly procedures for surplus property disposal now being carried out under 
the direction of GSA pursuant to the provisions of that act. 
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The nature of this legislative proposal is such as to make impossible any firm 
estimate by us of the probable cost attributable thereto. 
The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the submis- 
sion of this report to your committee. 
Sincerely yours, 
FRANKLIN G. FLoete, Administrator. 





GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington, D. C., June 5, 1957. 
Hon. WILLIAM L. DAWSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Your letter of January 16, 1957, requested a report by 
GSA on H. R. 737, to amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services 
Act of 1949 to permit the disposal of certain surplus property to State defense 
forces. 

To the authorization presently contained in section 203 (j) of the Federal 
Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 for donations of surplus per- 
sonal property for educational, public health, or civil defense purposes, H. R. 
737 would add a new provision for donation to State defense forces, “maintained 
pursuant to the act approved August 11, 1955,” of surplus uniforms, clothing, 
equipment, materials, and other supplies under the control of the Department 
of Defense and determined by the Secretary of Defense to be usable and neces- 
sary for such forces. 

We are note in passing that in lines 9 on both page 1 and page 2 of the bill the 
citation for the Statutes at Large to the August 11, 1955, act should be 69 Stat. 686. 
Actually, however, the act approved August 11, 1955, which was an amendment 
to section 61 of the act of June 3, 1916, 30 Stat. 198, was repealed as a part of 
the repealer of said section 61 effected by section 53 of the act of August 10, 
1956, “to revise, codify, and enact into law, title 10 of the United States Code, 
entitled ‘Armed Forces’, and title 32 of the United States Code entitled ‘National 
Guard’,” TOA Stat. 641. Section 109 of the new title 32 of the United States 
Code (70A Stat. 600) includes congressional consent to the maintenance of 
State defense forces in time of peace. 

Furthermore, sections (b) and (c) of H. R. 737, in the references to paragraph 
(3) of section 203 (j) of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act 
of 1949, fail to take into account the amendments made in section 203 (j) by 
Public Law 655 of the 84th Congress, approved July 3, 1956 (70 Stat. 493). 

The State defense forces are in addition to the Army National Guard and Air 
National Guard, and, as we understand, are for use within respective State bor- 
ders as deemed necessary by the State chief executives, particularly for internal 
security when the State National Guard units are on active Federal service. 
There is no Federal control over, nor Federal responsibility for the State de- 
fense forces. (Congressional Record, vol. 101, July 30, 1955, p. 12314.) These 
forces serve no educational or public health purposes within the meaning of 
section 203 (j) of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949. 
Nor do their activities, being limited to and governed by the several States, come 
within the area of civil defense covered by section 203 (j) which contemplates 
Federal participation in civil defense under the Federal Civil Defense Act of 1950. 

However salutary may be the objective of the State defense forces, GSA never- 
theless objects to the enactment of H. R. 737 for the reasons hereinafter set 
forth. 

The enactment of this legislative proposal would necessarily increase the oper- 
ating costs and impede the operations of this Administration. Inquiries from, 
and interviews with the representatives of the various State defense forces seek- 
ing information about surplus property and about procedures for obtaining it 
would be time consuming and costly. The reviewing of the records and stocks 
and screening of available surplus against the competitive requests of the sev- 
eral State defense forces in order that determinations of usability and need 
could be made would undoubtedly be laborious, and might often seriously inter- 
fere with regular operations for utilization of excess and delay the disposal of 
surplus property by sale. The settlement of competing claims between individ- 
ual State defense forces would constitute a recurring problem likely to engender 
ill will and create still further delays in warehouse clearance. 
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As we noted previously, the State defense forces do not come within the scope 
of the educational, public health, and civil-defense activities designated for aid 
under section 203 (j) of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act 
of 1949. To broaden the surplus property donation authority of the act to 
cover this new group would operate as an invitation to present still more pro- 
posals for inclusion of additional organizations. Adoption of such proposals 
would inevitably result not only in increased administrative costs and compli- 
cation of disposal operations, but also in jeopardizing the orderly procedures for 
surplus property disposal now being carried out under the direction of GSA 
pursuant to the provisions of that act. 

The nature of this legislative proposal is such as to make impossible any firm 
estimate by us of the probable cost attributable thereto. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
FRANKLIN G. FLOETE, Administrator. 


GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington, D.C., March 20, 1957. 
Hon. WILLIAM L. DAwson, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Your letter of January 17, 1957, requested a report by 
GSA on H. R. 2504, a bill to provide that Government surplus property may be 
donated to 4-H Clubs for the construction, equipment, and operation of camps and 
centers. 

To the authorization presently contained in section 203 of the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949 for donations of surplus personal prop- 
erty for educational, public health, or civil-defense purposes, H. R. 2504 would 
add a new provision for donation by the Administrator of General Services to 
4—H Clubs of surplus personal property under the control of any executive agency 
and determined by the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare to be usable 
and necessary for the construction, equipment, and operation of 4-H Club camps 
and centers. This bill is one of a number of bills which have been introduced 
for the purpose of extending the existing authorization for the donation of sur- 
plus personal property to cover various special activities and organizations. 

Notwithstanding how salutary may be the objective of the 4-H Clubs, GSA 
objects to the enactment of H. R. 2504 for the reasons hereinafter set forth. 

The enactment of this legislative proposal would necessarily increase the 
operating costs and impede the operations of this Administration as well as of 
the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, the Department of Defense, 
the Federal Civil Defense Administration, and other executive agencies con- 
cerned with the disposition of surplus property. To illustrate: 

Inquiries from and interviews with the representatives of the 4-H Clubs 
seeking information about surplus property and about procedures for obtain- 
ing it would be time consuming and costly, particularly in view of the fact, 
as we understand it, that the clubs are numerous, and many of them operate 
independently and competitively with others in a given State. 

The reviewing of records and stocks and the screening of available sur- 
plus against the competitive requests of the many 4-H Clubs in order that 
determinations of usability and need could be made would undoubtedly be 
laborious, and might often seriously interfere with regular operations for 
utilization of excess and delay the disposal of surplus property by sale. 

The settlement of competing claims between individual 4-H Clubs, and of 
requests for donations from them and of vying demands on account of edu- 
sation, public health, and civil defense, would constitute a recurring problem 
likely to engender ill will and create still further delays in warehouse 
clearance. 

The meritorious activities of the 4-H Clubs are fully recognized. It must at 
the same time be kept in mind that there are many other organizations the objec- 
tives and programs of which are likewise praiseworthy. To single out the 4-H 
group for preferential treatment in the disposal of Government surplus property 
would be discriminatory toward the other deserving entities. 

To broaden the surplus property donation authority of the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949 to cover this new group would operate 
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as an invitation to present still more proposals for inclusion of additional organ- 
izations. Adoption of such proposals would inevitably result not only in in- 
creased administrative costs and complication of disposal operations, but also 
in jeopardizing the orderly procedures for surplus property disposal now being 
carried out under the direction of GSA pursuant to the provisions of that act. 

The nature of the legislative proposal is such as to make impossible any firm 
estimate by us of the probabie cost attributable thereto. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
FRANKLIN G. FLOETE, Administrator. 


GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington, D. C., March 28, 1957. 
Hon. WiittiAM L. DAWSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

DeaR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Your letters of January 17 and 28, 1957, respectively, 
requested a report by GSA on H. R. 2552 and H. R. 3406, identical bills to amend 
the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 to permit the 
donation of surplus property to volunteer fire-fighting organizations. 

To the authorization presently contained in section 203 of the Federal Prop- 
erty and Administrative Services Act of 1949 for donations or surplus personal 
property for educational, public health, or civil-defense purposes, H. R. 2552 and 
H. R. 3406 would add a new provision for donation by the Administrator of 
General Services to volunteer fire-fighting organizations of surplus personal 
property under the control of any executive agency and determined by the 
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare to be usable and necessary for the 
purpose of aiding in the protection of life and property by volunteer fire-fighting 
organizations. These bills are but two among a number of others which have 
been introduced for the purpose of extending the existing authorization for the 
donation of surplus personal property to cover various special activities and 
organizations. 

Notwithstanding how salutary may be the objectives of these fire-fighting 
organizations, GSA objects to the enactment of H. R. 2552 or H. R. 3406, for the 
reasons hereinafter set forth. 

The enactment of this legislative proposal would necessarily increase the oper- 
ating costs and impede the operations of this administration as well as of the 
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, the Department of Defense, the 
Federal Civil Defense Administration, and other executive agencies concerned 
with the disposition of surplus property. To illustrate: 

Inquiries from, and interviews with, the representatives of the volunteer 
fire-fighting organizations seeking information about surplus property and 
about the procedures for obtaining it would be time consuming and costly, 
particularly because, as we must assume from the comprehensiveness of 
the term “volunteer fire-fighting organizations,” such organizations are 
numerous in many States, and operate independently of others in adjoining 
communities. 

The reviewing of records and stocks and the screening of available sur- 
plus against the competitive requests of the many volunteer fire-fighting 
organizations in order that determinations of usability and need could be 
made would undoubtedly be laborious, and might often seriously interfere 
with regular operations for utilization of excess and delay the disposal of 
surplus property by sale. 

The settlement of competing claims between individual fire-fighting or- 
ganizations, and of requests for donations from such groups and vying 
demands on account of education, public health, and civil defense, would 
constitute a recurring problem likely to engender ill will and create still 
further delays in warehouse clearance. 

The meritorious activities of the volunteer fire-fighting organizations are fully 
recognized. It must at the same time be kept in mind that there are many other 
organizations the objectives and programs of which are likewise praiseworthy. 
To single out the fire fighters for preferential treatment in the disposal of 


Government surplus property would be discriminatory toward the other desery- 
ing activities. 
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To broaden the surplus property donation authority of the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949 to cover this new group would operate 
as an invitation to present still more proposals for inclusion of additional organi- 
zations. Adoption of such proposals would inevitably result not only in in- 
creased administrative costs and complication of disposal operations, but also in 
jeopardizing the orderly procedure for surplus property disposal now being car- 
ried out under the direction of GSA pursuant to the provisions of that act. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the submis- 
sion of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 


FRANKLIN G. FLOETE, Administrator. 





GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION, 


Washington, D. C., April 19, 1957. 
Hon. WILLIAM L. Dawson, 


Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Your letter of February 1, 1957, requested a report by 
GSA on H. R. 4007, to amend section 203 of the Federal Property and Adminis- 
trative Services Act of 1949 to permit the disposal of surplus property to publicly 
owned water districts and publicly owned sewer districts. 

To the authorization presently contained in section 203 of the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949 for donations of surplus personal 
property for educational, public health, or civil defense purposes, H. R. 4007 
would add a new provision for donations of such property by the Administrator 
of General Services to publicly owned water districts and publicly owned sewer 
districts. This bill is one of a number of bills which have been introduced for 
the purpose of extending the existing authorization for donation of surplus 
personal property to cover various special activities and organizations. 

Nothwithstanding the public service rendered by these water and sewer dis- 
tricts, GSA objects to the enactment of H. R. 4007 for the reasons hereinafter set 
forth. 

The enactment of this legislative proposal would necessarily increase the 
operating costs and impede the operations of this Administration as well as of 
the Department of Defense, the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, 
the Federal Civil Defense Administration, and other executive agencies con- 
cerned with the disposition of surplus property. To illustrate: 

Inquiries from, and interviews with the representatives of the water 
and sewer districts seeking information about surplus property and about 
procedures for obtaining it would be time-consuming and costly, particularly 
because such entities are numerous in the States, and operate independently 
of others in adjoining communities. 

The reviewing of records and stocks and the screening of available sur- 
plus against the competitive requests of the many water and sewer districts 
in order that determinations of usability and need could be made would 
undoubtedly be laborious, and might often seriously interfere with regular 
operations for utilization of excess and delay the disposal of surplus property 
by sale. 

The settlement of competing claims between individual districts, and of 
requests for donations from such groups and of vying demands on account 
of education, public health, and civil defense, would constitute a recurring 
problem likely to engender ill will and create still further delays in ware- 
house clearance. 

The meritorious work done by the water and sewer districts is fully recognized. 
It must at the same time be kept in mind that there are many other organizations 
the objectives and programs of which are likewise praiseworthy. To single out 
the water and sewer group for preferential treatment in the disposal of Govern- 
ment surplus property would be discriminatory toward the other deserving 
entities. 

To broaden the surplus property donation authority of the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949 to cover this new group would operate 
as an invitation to present still more proposals for inclusion of additional 
organizations. Adoption of such proposals would inevitably result not only 
in increased administrative costs and complication of disposal operations, but 
also in jeopardizing the orderly procedures for surplus property disposal now 
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being carried out under the direction of GSA pursuant to the provisions of that 
act. 
The nature of this legislative proposal is such as to make impossible any 
firm estimate by us of the probable cost attributable thereto. 
The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report to your committee. 
Sincerely yours, 


FRANKLIN G. FLoete, Administrator. 





YENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION, 


Washington, D. C., March 28, 1957. 
Hon. WILLIAM L. DAwson, 


Chairman, Committe on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Your letter of February 4, 1957, requested a report by 
GSA on H. R. 4107, to amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services 
Act of 1949 to permit the donation of surplus property to volunteer fire-fighting 
organizations, volunteer reserve services, squads, and first-aid crews. 

To the authorization presently contained in section 203 of the Federal Prop- 
erty and Administrative Services Act of 1949 for donations of surplus personal 
property for educational, public health, or civil defense purposes, H. R. 4107 
would add a new provision for donation by the Administrator of General Serv- 
ices to volunteer fire departments, fire companies, or other similar fire-fighting 
organizations, volunteer reserve services, squads, or first-aid crews, of surplus 
personal property under the control of any executive agency and determined by 
the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare to be usable and necessary for 
the purpose of aiding in the protection of life and property by such organiza- 
tions. This bill is one of a number of bills which have been introduced for 
the purpose of extending the existing authorization for donation of surplus per- 
sonal property to cover various special activities and organizations. 

Notwithstanding how salutary may be the objective of these fire-fighting and 
first-aid organizations, GSA objects to the enactment of H. R. 4107 for the 
reasons hereinafter set forth. 

The enactment of this legislative proposal would necessarily increase the 
operating costs and impede the operations of this administration as well as of 
the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, the Department of Defense, 
the Federal Civil Defense Administration, and other executive agencies con- 
cerned with the disposition of surplus property. To illustrate: 

Inquiries from, and interviews with the representatives of the fire-fight- 
ing and first-aid organizations seeking information about surplus property 
and about procedures for obtaining it would be time-consuming and costly, 
particularly because, as we must assume from the comprehensive cover- 
age, “any incorporated or unincorporated volunteer fire department, fire 
company, or other similar fire-fighting organization, volunteer reserve serv- 
ice, squad, or first-aid crew,” such organizations are numerous in many 
States, and operate independently of others in adjoining communities. 

The reviewing of records and stocks and screening of available surplus 
against the competitive requests of the many fire-fighting and first-aid 
organizations in order that determinations of usability and need could 
be made would undoubtedly be laborious, and might often seriously inter- 
fere with regular operations for utilization of excess and delay the disposal 
of surplus property by sale. 

The settlement of competing claims between individual fire-fighting and 
first-aid organizations, and of requests for donations from such groups 
and of vying demands on account of education, public health, and civil de- 
fense, would constitute a recurring problem likely to engender ill will and 
create still further delays in warehouse clearance. 

The meritorious activities of the fire-fighting and first-aid organizations are 
fully recognized. It must at the same time be kept in mind that there are many 
other organizations the objectives and programs of which are likewise praise- 
worthy. To single out the fire-fighting and first-aid group for preferential 
treatment in the disposal of Government surplus property would be discrim- 
inatory toward the other deserving entities. 

To broaden the surplus property donation authority of the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949 to cover this new group would operate 
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as an invitation to present still more proposals for inclusion of additional 
organizations. Adoption of such proposals would inevitably result not only in 
increased administrative costs and complication of disposal operations, but also 
in jeopardizing the orderly procedures for surplus property disposal now being 
earried out under the direction of GSA pursuant to the provisions of that act. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
FRANKLIN G. FLoete, Administrator. 


GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington, D. C., August 22, 1957. 
Hon. WILt1AM L. Dawson, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Your letter of March 4, 1957, requested a report by 
GSA on H. R. 5448, to amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services 
Act of 1949 to make rehabilitation facilities and sheltered workshops eligible 
for donations of surplus real and personal property. 

The amendment proposed by the bill would be in two principal respects: 

First, to the authorization presently contained in section 203 (j) of the 
Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 for donations of 
surplus personal property for educational, public health, or civil defense pur- 
poses, H. R. 5448 would add a new provision for donation by the Administrator 
of General Services to public or other nonprofit rehabilitation facilities or 
public or other nonprofit workshops of surplus personal property under the 
control of any executive agency and determined by the Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare to be usable and necessary for the rehabilitation of 
physically or mentally handicapped persons, including research. 

Second, to the authorization presently contained in section 208 (k) of said 
act for sales or leases of surplus real property for educational or public health 
uses, H. R. 5448 would add a new provision for disposals of surplus real property 
to municipalities for use by public or other nonprofit rehabilitation facilities 
or by public or other nonprofit workshops. The provision now in section 203 (k) 
for public benefit allowances, whereby benefits to the United States from the 
use of surplus real property for education or public health may be taken into 
consideration in fixing the sale or lease value of the property, would apply to 
the additional objects of disposal proposed by the bill. For the purposes of 
donating or conveying surplus personal or real property, the bill provides that 
the term “public or other nonprofit rehabilitation facility or public or other 
nonprofit workshop” shall have the same meaning such term has under the 
Vocational Rehabilitation Act and regulations issued pursuant thereto. 

This bill is one of a number of bills which have been introduced for the purpose 
of extending the existing authorization for the donation of surplus property to 
cover various special activities and organizations. Notwithstanding how salu- 
tary may be the objective of public or other nonprofit rehabilitation facilities or 
public or other nonprofit workshops, GSA objects to the enactment of H. R. 
5448 for the reasons hereinafter set forth 

Although the presently constituted section 203 (k) of the said act provides 
for the disposal of real property for educational or public health purposes, 
rehabilitation facilities and workshops as defined in the Vocational Rebabilita- 
tion Act have not generally qualified for such conveyances. Informal inquiry 
reveals that, should the measure be enacted, it may reasonably be expected that 
applications for conveyance of real property will not be limited to buildings and 
sites upon which they are located, but will include undeveloped land for building 
sites and other purposes, sometimes requiring considerable ground area. It 
should not be overlooked that section 2083 (k) now contains broad authority 
for the disposal of surplus real property to States and local governments and 
institutions for specific public uses, either without considerations or under sig- 
nificantly favorable pricing formulas. In this connection, it is noted that the 
title of the bill speaks of making rehabilitation facilities and sheltered work- 
shops “eligible for donations” of surplus real and personal property. From 
this language, read with the provision for application of the public benefit allow- 
ance, it could be argued that the intent of H. R. 5448 is to authorize conveyances 
at 100 percent public benefit allowance in all cases of conveyance of real property. 
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The enactment of this legislative proposal, viewed from the aspect of either 
real or personal property, would necessarily increase the operating costs and 
impede the operations of this Administration. To illustrate: 

Inquiries from and interviews with the representatives of the rehabilita- 
tion facilities and workshops seeking information about surplus property 
and about procedures for obtaining it would be time consuming and costly, 
particularly in view of the fact, as we understand it, that these organizations 
are numerous and many of them operate independently of others in any 
given locality. 

The reviewing of records and the screening of available surplus against 
the competitive requests of the many organizations in order that determina- 
tions of usability and need could be made would undoubtedly be laborious, 
and might often seriously interfere with regular operations for utilization 
of excess and delay the disposal of surplus property by sale. 

The settlement of competing claims between the individual organizations, 
and of requests for donations from them and of vying demands on account 
of education, public health and civil defense, would constitute a recurring 
problem likely to engender ill will and would, as, to surplus personal property, 
ereate still further delays in warehouse clearance. 

To broaden the surplus property donation authority of the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949 to cover this new group would operate 
as an invitation to present still more proposals for inclusion of additional 
organizations. Adoption of such proposals would inevitably result not only 
in increased administrative costs and complication of disposal operations, but 
also in jeopardizing the orderly procedures for surplus property disposal now 
being carried out under the direction of GSA pursuant to the provisions of 
that act. 

The nature of this legislative proposal is such as to make impossible any 
firm estimate by us of the probable cost attributable thereto. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that it has no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 

FRANKLIN G. FLOETE, Administrator. 


GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington, D.C., April 19, 1957. 
Hion. WILLIAM L. DAWSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Your letter of March 4, 1957, requested a report by 
GSA on H. R. 5451, to amend section 203 of the Federal Property and Adminis- 
trative Services Act of 1949 to permit the disposal of surplus property to 
municipalities. 

To the authorization presently contained in section 203 of the Federal Prop- 
erty and Administrative Services Act of 1949 for donations of surplus personal 
property for educational, public health, or civil defense purposes, H. R. 5451 
would add a new provision authorizing the Administrator of General Services 
to donate “for the needs of any municipalities” surplus personal property under 
the control of any executive agency and determined by the Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare to be usable and necessary for such needs. This bill 
is one of a number of bills which have been introduced for the purpose of 
extending the existing authorization for the donation of surplus property to 
cover various special activities and organizations. 

Notwithstanding how salutary may be the objective of this proposal, GSA 
objects to the enactment of H. R. 5451 for the reasons hereinafter set forth. 

The enactment of this legislative proposal would necessarily increase the 
operating costs and impede the operations of this administration in connection 
with the disposition of surplus property. To illustrate: 

Inquiries from and interviews with the representatives of municipalities 
seeking information about surplus property and about procedures for ob- 
taining it would be time consuming and costly, particularly because such 
municipalities are numerous in the several States and generally operate 
independently of each other. 

The reviewing of records and stocks and the screening of available sur- 
plus against the competitive requests of the many municipalities in order 
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that determinations of usability and need could be made would undoubtedly 
be laborious, and might often seriously interfere with regular operations 
for utilization of excess and delay the disposal of surplus property by 
sale. 

The settlement of competing claims between individual municipalities, and 
of requests for donations from that group and of vying demands on account 
of education, public health, and civil defense, would constitute a recurring 
problem likely to engender ill will and create still further delays in ware- 
house clearance. 

To broaden the surplus property donation authority of the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949 to cover municipalities would operate 
as an invitation to have presented still more proposals for inclusion of additional 
organizations such as county mosquito control districts, 4-H clubs, volunteer 
fire departments and rescue squads, municipal water and gas systems, etc. As 
you know, GSA has consistently opposed the inclusion of these organizations 
within the donation program (with no question as to the worthiness of their 
purpose) on the grounds that their inclusion in the program would be adverse 
to the public interest. Also, to single out any one such organization, including 
municipalities, for preferential treatment in the disposal of surplus property 
would be discriminatory toward the other beneficial activities. On the other 
hand, adoption of such proposals would inevitably result not only in increased 
administrative costs and complication of disposal operations, but also in jeopar- 
dizing the orderly procedures for surplus property disposals now being carried 
out by GSA pursuant to the provisions of the Federal Property and Administra- 
tive Services Act of 1949. 

The nature of this legislative proposal is such as to make impossible any firm 
estimate by us of the probable cost attributable thereto. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 


FRANKLIN D. Fioete, Administrator. 


GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION, 


Washington, D. C., March 12, 1958. 
Hon. WILLIAM L. DAwson, 


Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Your letter of March 4, 1957, requested a report by GSA 
on H. R. 5460, to amend section 203 (j) of the Federal Property and Administra- 
tive Services Act of 1949 to provide that surplus property which is not used in 
the donable property program shall be offered for sale to States and political 
subdivisions thereof. 

With respect to the pricing provision in the bill, we would like to point out that 
section 202 (a) of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 
contains the general requirement that the Administrator of General Services, 
with the approval of the Director of the Bureau of the Budget, shall prescribe 
the extent of reimbursement for transfers of excess property among Federal 
agencies. Accordingly, section 303 of chapter III of GSA’s regulations, Title 1— 
Personal Property Management, requires reimbursement of fair value (with 
certain specified exceptions) for transfers of excess personal property from one 
agency to another. Fair value is determined by the application of certain “fair 
value codes” which specify percentages of acquisition cost of the property to fix 
the amount of reimbursement. These percentages vary from 50 percent of 
acquisition cost for unused personal property, ready for use in a condition 
identical with new items delivered by a supplier, to 0 percent for personal prop- 
erty requiring major repair, conversion, or rehabilitation. 

In connection with the foregoing, it should be noted that, when surplus per- 
sonal property is offered for sale to the public, States and local governments 
may submit bids therefor (subject to any applicable restrictions of their own 
governing laws), and that provision is made in section 302 of chapter IV of 
GSA’s aforementioned regulations for waiver, in cases of sales to them, of 
reuqirements for bid deposits and payment for property prior to removal. 

Notwithstanding the public character of the objects to which the disposals 
contemplated by H. R. 5460 would be applied, GSA objects to enactment of the 
bill for the reasons hereinafter set forth. 
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The enactment of this legislative proposal would necessarily increase the 
operating costs and impede the operations of this Administration in connection 
with the disposition of surplus property. To illustrate: 

Inquiries from and interviews with the representatives of States and of 
the numerous political subdivisions (including municipalities) seeking infor- 
maton about surplus property and about procedures for obtaining it would 
be time consuming and Costly. 

The reviewing of records and stocks and the screening of available sur- 
plus against the competitive requests of the many States and political sub- 
divisions would undoubtedly be laborious, and might often seriously inter- 
fere with operations for utilization of excess and delay the disposal of 
surplus property by sale. 

The settlement of competing claims among the individual States and polit- 
ical subdivisions would constitute a recurring problem likely to engender ill 
will and create still further delays in warehouse clearance. 

Furthermore, enactment of H. R. 5460 would introduce another layer of priority 
in the pattern for disposal of surplus property, and would in all likelihood inspire 
the introduction of further bills seeking recognition of priority status for other 
special groups. It was the experience of the War Assets Administration, a 
predecessor of GSA, that the priority system in effect after World War II for 
the disposal of surplus property proved to be cumbersome, time consuming, costly 
to the Government, and, in many instances, inequitable. We must therefore firmly 
oppose any proposal even suggestive of a return to such a system. 

The nature of this legislative proposal is such as to make impossible any firm 
estimate by us of the probable cost attributable thereto. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the submis- 
sion of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 


FRANKLIN FLOETE, Administrator. 


GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION, 


Washington, D. C., September 10, 1957. 
Hon. WILLIAM L. DAWSON, 


Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Your letter of March 4, 1957, requested a report by GSA 
on H. R. 5470, “To amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act 
of 1949 to make municipalities eligible for donations of surplus real and personal 
property.” 

This bill is one of a number of bills which have been introduced for the purpose 
of extending the existing authorization for the donation and transfer of surplus 
property to cover various special activities and organizations. Notwithstanding 
the public character of the disposals proposed by H. R. 5470, GSA objects to the 
enactment of the bill for the reasons hereinafter set forth. 

Section 208 (k) of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 
1949 now authorizes the sale or lease of real property to municipalities for pur- 
poses of education or public health. In addition, section 602 (a) of the act con- 
tinues in effect section 13 (h) of the Surplus Property Act of 1944, as amended 
(50 U. 8. C. App. 1622 (h)), which authorizes conveyance to any State, political 
subdivisions, instrumentality thereof, or municipality of surplus land which, in 
the determination of the Secretary of the Interior, is suitable and desirable for 
use as a public park or public recreational area at a price equal to 50 percent of 
the fair value of the property conveyed, or for use as an historic monument, 
without monetary consideration. 

The availability of surplus real property to municipalities would therefore 
be considerably broadened by H. R. 5470. Should the measure be enacted, there 
would be included, in municipal requests for surplus realty, land for city halls, 
civie buildings, auditoriums, memorial squares, garages, warehouses, and other 
purposes. It is noted that the title of the bill speaks of making municipalities 
“eligible for donations” of surplus real and personal property. From this lan- 
guage, read with the present provisions for application of the public benefit allow- 
ance (sec. 208 (k) (1) (C), Federal Property and Administrative Services Act 
of 1949), it could be argued that the intent of H. R. 5470 is to authorize convey- 
ances at 100 percent public benefit allowance in all cases of surplus real property. 
An inconsistency with section 18 (h) of the Surplus Property Act of 1944 is thus 
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perceived, with its provision for pricing at 50 percent of fair value in conveyance 
to municipalities of surplus land for park and recreational areas. Clarification 
would seem to be in order, should your committee feel disposed to recommend 
favorable action by the Congress on H. R. 5470. 

The enactment of this legislative proposal, viewed from the aspect of either 
real or personal property, would necessarily increase the operating costs and 
impede the operations of this Administration. To illustrate: 

Inquiries from and interviews with the representatives of the municipal 
governments seeking information about surplus property and procedures 
for obtaining it would be time consuming and costly, particularly in view 
of the fact that these organizations are numerous and, for the most part, 
operate independently of each other. 

The reviewing of records and the screening of available surplus against 
the competitive requests of the many municipalities in order that determina- 
tions of usability and need could be made would undoubtedly be laborious, 
and might often seriously interfere with regular operations for utilization 
of excess and delay the disposal of surplus property by sale. 

The settlement of competing claims between the individual municipalities, 
and of requests from them for donations or transfers and of vying demands 
on account of education, public health, and (in the case of surplus personal 
property) civil defense, would constitute a recurring problem likely to 
engender ill will and would, as to surplus personal property, create still 
further delays in warehouse clearance. 

To broaden the surplus property donation and disposal authority of the Federal 
Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as proposed in H. R. 5470, 
would operate as an invitation to present still more proposals for inclusion of 
additional organizations. Adoption of such proposals would inevitably result 
not only in increased administrative costs and complication of disposal operations, 
but also in jeopardizing the orderly procedures for surplus property disposal 
now being carried out under the direction of GSA pursuant to the provisions 
of that act. 

The nature of this legislative proposal is such as to make impossible any firm 
estimate by us of the probable cost attributable thereto. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 

FRANKLIN G. FLoOEtTEe, Administrator. 


GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington, D.C., May 17, 1957. 
Hon. Wrii1am L. Dawson, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

DeAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Your letter of April 1, 1957, requested a report by GSA 
on H. R. 6816, “To amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act 
of 1949 to permit the donation of surplus property to volunteer fire-fighting 
organizations, volunteer reserve services, squads, and first-aid crews.” 

This bill is one of a number of bills which have been introduced for the purpose 
of extending the existing authorization for donation of surplus personal property 
(limited to the purposes of education, public health, and civil defense) to cover 
various other special activities and organizations. 

Initially, we wish to point out that in the drafting of H. R. 6316 there has 
been a failure to reflect the amendments made in section 203 of the Federal 
Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 by Public Law 655 of the 84th 
Congress, approved July 3, 1956 (70 Stat. 493). 

Notwithstanding how salutary may be the objective of these fire-fighting and 
first-aid organizations, GSA objects to the enactment of H. R. 6316 for the 
reasons hereinafter set forth. 

The enactment of this legislative proposal would necessarily increase the 
operating costs and impede the operations of this Administration. To illustrate: 

Inquiries from, and interviews with the representatives of the fire-fighting 
and first-aid organizations seeking information about surplus property and 
about procedures for obtaining it would be time consuming and costly, par- 
ticularly because, as we must assume from the comprehensive coverage 
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“any incorporated or unincorporated volunteer fire department, fire com- 
pany, or other similar fire-fighting organization, volunteer reserve service, 
squad, or first-aid crew,” such organizations are numerous in many States, 
and operate independently of others in adjoining communities. 

The reviewing of records and stocks and the screening of available surplus 
against the competitive requests of the many fire-fighting and first-aid 
organizations in order that determinations of usability and need could be 
made would undoubtedly be laborious, and might often seriously interfere 
with regular operations for utilization of excess and delay the disposal of 
surplus property by sale. 

The settlement of competing claims between individual fire-fighting and 
first-aid organizations, and of requests for donations from such groups and 
of vying demands on account of education, public health, and civil defense, 
would constitute a recurring problem likely to engender ill will and create 
still further delays in warehouse clearance. 

To broaden the surplus property donation authority of the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949 to cover this new group would operate 
as an invitation to present still more proposals for inclusion of additional organ- 
izations. Adoption of such proposals would inevitably result not only in increased 
administrative costs and complication of disposal operations, but also in jeopardiz- 
ing the orderly procedures for surplus property disposal now being carried out 
under the direction of GSA pursuant to the provisions of that act. 

The nature of this legislative proposal is such as to make impossible any 
firm estimate by us of the probable cost attributable thereto. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the 
submission of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 

FRANKLIN G. FLoetTe, Administrator. 


GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION, 
October 4, 1957. 
Hon. WILLIAM L, Dawson, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Your letter of April 2, 1957, requested a report by the 
General Services Administration on H. R. 6537, to authorize the disposition of 
certain obsolete and excess property to the United States Volunteer Life Saving 
Corps. 

The bill proposes to create an exception from the general pattern of property 
utilization and disposal prescribed by the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949. GSA, as the agency charged with administration of that 
act, recommends that H. R. 6537 be not enacted. As will be shown hereinafter, 
the bill runs counter to the purpose expressed in the act “to provide for the 
Government an economical and efficient system for * * * the utilization of 
available property” and “the disposal of surplus property” (sec. 2, 40 U. 8S. C 
471). 

Neither the Department of the Army nor the Department of the Navy nor 
the Department of the Air Force nor the Coast Guard, which would make the 
dispositions contemplated by H. R. 6537, is an “executive agency” or a “Federal 
agency” as those terms are respectively defined in sections 3 (a) and 3 (b) of 
the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (40 U.S. C. 472 (a), 
(b)). Rather, those three Departments are military departments within the 
Department of Defense, itself an executive agency, and the Coast Guard presently 
operates as a service in the Treasury Department which is an executive agency. 
The authority which the bill would confer on the Secretaries of the three mili- 
tary departments and on the Commandant of the Coast Guard to dispose of 
material which is obsolete, or excess to the respective needs of those govern- 
mental entities, would prevent further utilization of the property within the 
executive agencies of which those entities are part, and so would be repugnant 
to the requirement set forth in section 202 (c) of the act (40 U. S. C. 483 (e)) 
that each executive agency is to make reassignments of property among activities 
within the agency when such property is determined to be no longer required for 
the purposes of the appropriation from which it was purchased. More than that, 
the bill would be at variance with the further provision in section 202 (c) that 
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(after no need for the property is found in an activity within the executive 
agency) the agency is to transfer the property to such other Federal agency as 
may have need for it, as excess—that is, property not required for the needs 
and the discharge of the responsibilities of the Federal agency having control 
of the property (sec. 3 (e) of the act, 40 U. S. C. 472 (e)). This procedure 
for promoting maximum utilization of excess property by agencies, charted pur- 
suant to section 202 of the act, has as its wholesome objectives the minimization 
of expenditures by the Government for new property. 

When no need for excess property is found in any Federal agency, the prop- 
erty then becomes surplus—i. e., not required for the needs and discharge of 
the responsibilities of all Federal agencies, as determined by the Administra- 
tor of General Services (sec. 3 (g); 40 U. S. C. 472 (g)). The effect of the 
enactment of H. R. 6537 would be to prevent any of the property proposed for 
disposition by the bill from ever becoming surplus. Personal property, after 
it has become surplus, is available (prior to sale or other disposal for a con- 
sideration) for donation for purposes of education, public health, or civil de- 
fense (sec. 203 (j) ; 40 U. S. C. 484 (j)). Obviously, the disposal to the United 
States Volunteer Life Savings Corps of property not yet determined to be sur- 
plus, making it totally unavailable for the presently authorized objectives, 
would further hinder attainment of the benefits of the property management 
procedures authorized by the Congress in the Federal Property and Adminis- 
trative Services Act of 1949. 

The nature of this legislative proposal is such as to make impossible any firm 
estimate by us of the probable cost attributable thereto. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the sub 
mission of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
FRANKLIN G. FLOETE, Administrator. 


GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington, D. C., June 4, 1957 


Hon. WILLIAM L. DAWSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Your letter of May 1, 1957, requested the views of the 
General Services Administration on H. R. 7067, 85th Congress, a bill to amend 
the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 to permit the 
donation and other disposal of property to tax-supported public recreation 
agencies. 

The purpose of the bill is to amend the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949, as amended, to include public recreation as an additional 
purpose for which the Administrator of General Services is authorized to donate 
surplus property and to include tax-supported public recreational agencies 
among the institutions authorized to receive surplus property. The bill places 
responsibility for determining whether surplus property is usable and necessary 
for public recreation purposes on the Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel- 
fare. The bill also authorizes the Administrator of General Services and the 
Secretary of HEW to dispose of surplus real property to tax-supported public 
recreation agencies for public recreation the same as presently provided in the 
act for properties to be used for health and education purposes. The provision 
authorizing the Secretary of HEW to take into consideration any public bene- 
fit which has accrued or may accrue to the United States from the use of such 
real property by the grantees is also applicable to transfers or conveyances for 
public recreation purposes. This bill is one of a number of bills which have 
been introduced for the purpose of extending the existing authorization for 
the donation or conveyance of surplus real and personal property to cover vari- 
ous special activities and organizations. 

The enactment of this legislative proposal would necessarily increase the 
operating costs and impede the personal property disposal operations of GSA. 
Handling the numerous inquiries that may be expected, and reviewing records 
of stocks and the screening of available surplus against the competitive requests 
of various recreation agencies to determine the usability and need for such prop- 
erty will be laborious. In addition such reviews will seriously interfere with 
regular operations for utilization of excess, and delay the disposal of surplus 
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personal property by sale. We are also concerned with the possible ill will and 
delays in warehouse clearance that will arise out of the settlement of com- 
peting claims between various recreational agencies and between recreational 
agencies and agencies demanding property for educational, public-health, and 
civil-defense purposes. 

Some of the objections stated above will be applicable in part to the difficulties 
that may be expected in our disposal of surplus real property. In addition the 
bill will amend materially the specific provisions of the Federal Property and 
Administrative Services Act pertaining to conveyances of real property for 
recreational purposes. Section 602 (a) of the Federal Property and Adminis- 
trative Services Act of 1949, as amended, continues in effect section 13 (h) of the 
Surplus Property Act of 1944, as amended. Section 13 (h) (2) thereof provides 
as follows: 

“Conveyances for park or recreational purposes made pursuant to the authority 
contained in this subsection shall be made at a price equal to 50 per centum of 
the fair value of the property conveyed, based on the highest and best use of the 
property at the time it is offered for disposal, regardless of the former character 
or use, as determined by the Administrator. Conveyances of property for his- 
toric monument purposes under this subsection shall be made without monetary 
consideration: Provided, That no property shall be determined under this para- 
graph to be suitable or desirable for use as an historic monument except in 
conformity with the recommendation of the Advisory Board on National Parks, 
Historic Sites, Buildings, and Monuments established by section 3 of the Act 
entitled ‘An Act for the preservation of historic American sites, buildings, objects, 
and antiquities of national significance, and for other purposes,’ approved August 
21, 1935 (49 Stat. 666), and no property shall be so determined to be suitable or 
desirable for such use if (A) its area exceeds that necessary for the preservation 
and proper observation of the historic monument situated thereon, or (B) it was 
acquired by the United States at any time subsequent to January 1, 1900.” 

Subject bill if enacted will, in effect, eliminate the requirement for the pay- 
ment of 50 percent of the fair value of the real property conveyed for recreational 
areas as required by section 13 (h) (2) and substitute the public benefit allow- 
ance provision now provided in section 208 (k) of the Federal Property and 
Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended. 

In this connection the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 
1949, as amended, contains broad authority for the disposition of surplus real 
property to States and local governments and institutions for specific public uses 
either without consideration or under significantly favorable pricing formulas. 
While disposals for these purposes serve useful purposes they (1) frequently 
entail delays in the disposal of surplus real property by sale to the general public, 
(2) prevent the return of surplus real property to the local tax rolls, and (3) 
substantially reduce the monetary return to the Federal Government. Enact- 
ment of this measure would enlarge the scope of such disposals. With the in- 
creasing demands on available financial resources of the Federal Government to 
support and maintain the desired level of Federal governmental activities, any 
action which would result in the depletion of sources of revenue at this time is 
of doubtful wisdom. 

For these reasons, GSA is opposed to the enactment of H. R. 7067. 

The fiscal effects of the enactment of this measure on the returns that might 
be realized from the disposal of surplus property, as presently authorized, cannot 
be evaluated. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
FRANKLIN G,. FLOETE, Administrator. 


GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington, D.C., January 10, 1958. 
Hon. WILLIAM L. DAWSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Your letter of September 10, 1957, requested a report by 
yeneral Services Administration on H. R. 9522, to amend the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949 to authorize the disposal of surplus 
property to certain welfare agencies. 
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This bill is one of a number of bills which have been introduced for the purpose 
of extending the existing authorization for donation of surplus personal prop- 
erty (which is limited to the purposes of education, public health, and civil 
defense) to cover various other special activities and organizations. 

In the case of H. R. 9522 the proposed extension is especially comprehensive. 
The welfare and recreation agencies which would be made eligble for donations 
of surplus personal property are defined in very inclusive terms by section 4 of 
the bill, the purpose of the measure evidently being to cover agencies such as the 
Salvation Army, YMCA, YWCA, Travelers Aid, and a number of other organiza- 
tions (103 Congressional Record A7205, Aug. 29, 1957). 

Notwithstanding how worthy may be the objectives of these welfare and recrea- 
tion agencies, GSA objects to H. R. 9522 for the reasons hereinafter set forth. 

The enactment of this legislative proposal would impede the handling of surplus 
property by the Government and introduce new elements of costs for the Govern- 
ment topay. Specifically, it would: 

(a@) Delay the disposal of unneeded Government property while competing 
claims of individual welfare and recreation agencies are being considered 
with additional costs accruing to the Government for maintenance and stor- 
age of the property and attendant administrative tasks. 

(b) Complicate the disposal of surplus property by introducing competi- 
tion for available property between individual welfare and recreation 
agencies and other claimants on behalf of education, public health, and civil 
defense activities. This will present a recurring problem, likely to engender 
ill will and create still further delays in warehouse clearance. 

To broaden the surplus property donation authority of the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949 to cover this comprehensive new group 
would operate as an invitation to present still more proposals for inclusion of 
further organizations. Enactment of H. R. 9522, or adoption of such additional 
proposals, would inevitably result not only in increased administrative costs and 
complication of disposal operations, but also in jeopardizing the orderly proce- 
dures for surplus disposal now being carried out under the direction of GSA 
pursuant to the provisions of that act. 

The nature of this legislative proposal is such as to make impossible any firm 
estimate by us of the probable cost attributable thereto. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the submis- 
sion of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 

FRANKLIN G. FLOETE, Administrator. 


GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington, D.C., March 14, 1958. 
Hon. WittrAM L. Dawson, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Deak Mr. CHAIRMAN: Your letter of February 5, 1958, requested a report 
by General Services Administration on H. R. 10377, to amend the Federal Prop- 
erty and Administrative Services Act of 1949 to permit the donation of surplus 
property to volunteer fire-fighting organizations. 

This bill is one of a number of bills which have been introduced for the pur- 
pose of extending the existing authorization for donation of surplus personal 
property (which is limited to the purposes of eduction, public health, and civil 
defense) to cover various other special activities and organizations. 

Initially, we wish to point out that, in the drafting of H. R. 10377, there has 
been a failure to reflect the amendments made in section 203 of the Federal 
Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 by Public Law 200 of the 
84th Congress, approved August 1, 1955 (69 Stat. 430), and Public Law 655 of 
the 84th Congress, approved July 3, 1956 (70 Stat. 493). 

Notwithstanding how worthy may be the objectives of these volunteer fire- 
fighting organizations, GSA objects to H. R. 10377 for the reasons hereinafter 
set forth. 

The enactment of this legislative proposal would impede the handling of 
surplus property by the Government and introduce new elements of costs for 
the Government topay. Specifically, it would— 

(a) Delay the disposal of unneeded Government property while com- 
peting claims of individual volunteer fire-fighting organizations are being 
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considered, with additional costs accruing to the Government for mainte- 
ance and storage of the property and attendant administrative tasks. 

(b) Complicate the disposal of surplus property by introducing competi- 
tion for available property between individual volunteer fire-fighting 
organizations and other claimants on behalf of education, public-health, 
and civil-defense activities. This will present a recurring problem, likely 
to engender ill will and create still further delays in warehouse clearance. 

To broaden the surplus-property donation authority of the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949 to cover this comprehensive new group 
would operate as an invitation to present still more proposals for inclusion 
of further organizations. Enactment of H. R. 10377, or adoption of such 
additional proposals, would inevitably result not only in increased administra- 
tive costs and complication of disposal operations, but also in jeopardizing the 
orderly procedures for surplus disposal now being carried out under the direc- 
tion of GSA pursuant to the provisions of that act. 

The nature of this legislative proposal is such as to make impossible any 
firm estimate by us of the probable cost attributable thereto. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objective to the sub- 
mission of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 

FRANKLIN FLOETE, Administrator. 


GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington, D.C. 
Hon. WILLIAM L. DAWSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

DeaR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Your letter of February 21, 1958, requested the views 
of the General Services Administration on H. R. 10789, 85th Congress, a bill to 
amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 to permit 
the donation and other disposal of property to tax-supported public recreation 
agencies. 

The purpose of the bill is to amend the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949, as amended, to include public recreation as an additional 
purpose for which the Administrator of General Services is authorized to donate 
surplus property, and to include tax-supported public recreational agencies among 
the institutions authorized to receive surplus property. The bill places responsi- 
bility for determining whether surplus property is usable and necessary for public 
recreation purposes on the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare. The 
bill also authorizes the Administrator of General Services and the Secretary 
of Health, Education, and Welfare to dispose of surplus real property to tax- 
supported public recreation agencies for public recreation the same as presently 
provided in the act for properties to be used for health and education purposes. 
The provision authorizing the Secretary of Health. Education, and Welfare to 
take into consideration any public benefit which has accrued or may accrue to 
the United States from the use of such real property by the grantees is also 
applicable to transfers or conveyances for public recreation purposes. This 
bill is one of a number of bills which have been introduced for the purpose of 
extending the existing authorization for the donation or conveyance of surplus 
real and personal property to cover various special activities and organizations. 

The enactment of this legislative proposal would necessarily increase the oper- 
ating costs and impede the personal property disposal operations of General Serv- 
ices Administration. Handling the numerous inquiries that may be expected, 
and reviewing the records of stocks and the screening of available surplus against 
the competitive requests of various recreation agencies to determine the usability 
and need for such property, will be laborious. In addition, such reviews will 
seriously interfere with regular operations for utilization of excess, and delay 
the disposal of surplus personal property by sale. We are also concerned with 
the possible ill will and delays in warehouse clearance that will arise out of 
the settlement of competing claims between various recreational agencies and 
between recreational agencies and agencies demanding property for educational, 
public-health, and civil-defense purposes. 

Some of the objections stated above will be applicable, in part, to the difficul- 
ties that may be expected in our disposal of surplus real property. In addition, 
the bill will amend materially the specific provisions of the Federal Property 
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and Administrative Services Act pertaining to conveyances of real property for 
recreational purposes. Section 602 (a) of the Federal Property and Administra- 
tive Services Act of 1949, as amended, continues in effect section 18 (h) of the 
Surplus Property Act of 1944, as amended. Section 13 (h) (2) thereof provides 
as follows: 

“Conveyances for park or recreational purposes made pursuant to the author- 
ity contained in this subsection shall be made at a price equal to 50 per centum 
of the fair value of the property conveyed, based on the highest and best use of 
the property at the time it is offered for disposal, regardless of the former 
character or use, as determined by the Administrator. Conveyances of prop- 
erty for historic monument purposes under this subsection shall be made with- 
out monetary consideration: Provided, That no property shall be determined 
under this paragraph to be suitable or desirable for use as an historic monument 
except in conformity with the recommendation of the Advisory Board on National 
Parks, Historic Sites, Buildings, and Monuments established by section 3 of 
the Act entitled ‘An act for the preservation of historic American sites, build- 
ings, objects, and antiquities of national significance, and for other purposes,’ 
approved August 21, 1935 (49 Stat. 666), and no property shall be so determined 
to be suitable or desirable for such use if (A) its area exceeds that necessary for 
the preservation and proper observation of the historic monument situated 
thereon, or (B) it was acquired by the United States at any time subsequent to 
January 1, 1900.” 

This bill, if enacted, will, in effect, eliminate the requirement for the payment 
of 50 percent of the fair value of the real property conveyed for recreational areas 
as required by section 13 (h) (2) and substitute the public-benefit allowance pro- 
vision now provided in section 203 (k) of the Federal Property and Administra- 
tive Services Act of 1949, as amended. In this connection, the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended, contains broad authority 
for the disposition of surplus real property to States and local governments and 
institutions for specific public uses, either without consideration or under signifi- 
eantly favorable pricing formulas. While disposals for these purposes serve 
useful purposes, they (1) frequently entail delays in the disposal of surplus 
real property by sale to the general public, (2) prevent the return of surplus 
real property to the local tax rolls, and (3) substantially reduce the monetary 
return to the Federal Government. Enactment of this measure would enlarge 
the scope of such disposals. With the increasing demands on available financial 
resources of the Federal Government to support and maintain the desired level of 
Federal governmental activities, any action which would result in the depletion 
of sources of revenue at this time is of doubtful wisdom. 

For these reasons, GSA is opposed to the enactment of H. R. 10789. The fiscal 
effects of the enactment of this measure on the returns that might be realized 
from the disposal of surplus property, as presently authorized, cannot be 
evaluated. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
FRANKLIN FLOETE, Administrator. 


GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington, D. C., April 4, 1958. 
Hon. WILit1AM L. Dawson, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Your letters of March 6 and 12, 1958, requested reports 
by General Services Administration on identical bills H. R. 11115 and H. R. 
11324, to amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 
to permit the donation of surplus property to volunteer fire-fighting organizations. 

These bills are similar to a number of bills which have been introduced for the 
purpose of extending the existing authorization for donation of surplus personal 
property (which is limited to the purposes of education, public health, and civil 
defense) to cover various other special activities and organizations. 

Initially, we wish to point out that in the drafting of H. R. 11115 and H. R. 
11324 there has been a failure to reflect the amendments made in section 203 
of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 by Public Law 
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200 of the 84th Congress, approved August 1, 1955 (69 Stat. 430), and Public Law 
655 of the 84th Congress, approved July 3, 1956 (70 Stat. 493). 

Notwithstanding how worthy may be the objectives of these volunteer fire- 
fighting organizations, GSA objects to H. R. 11115 and H. R. 11324 for the reasons 
hereinafter set forth. 

The enactment of these legislative proposals would impede the handling of 
surplus property by the Government and introduce new elements of costs for the 
Government to pay. Specifically, it would: 

(a) Delay the disposal of unneeded Government property while competing 
claims of individual volunteer fire-fighting organizations are being consid- 
ered with additional costs accruing to the Government for maintenance and 
storage of the property and attendant administrative tasks. 

(b) Complicate the disposal of surplus property by introducing competition 
for available property between individual volunteer fire-fighting organiza- 
tions and other claimants on behalf of education, public health, and civil 
defense activities. This will present a recurring problem, likely to engender 
ill will and create still further delays in warehouse clearance. 

To broaden the surplus property donation authority of the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949 to cover this comprehensive new group 
would operate as an invitation to present still more proposals for inclusion of 
further organizations. Enactment of H. R. 11115 and H. R. 11324, or adoption 
of such additional proposals would inevitably result not only in increased 
administrative costs and complication of disposal operations, but also in jeop- 
ardizing the orderly procedures for surplus disposal now being carried out under 
the direction of GSA pursuant to the provisions of that act. 

The nature of these legislative proposals is such as to make impossible any 
firm estimate by us of the probable cost attributable thereto. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the 
submission of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 

FRANKLIN FLoete, Administrator. 


GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION, 


Washington, D.C., April 16, 1958. 
Hon. Wir_iti1AM L. DAWSson, 


Chairman, Conimittee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Your letter of March 21, 1958, requested a report by 
General Services Administration on H. R. 11516, to amend the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949 to permit the donation of surplus prop- 
erty to volunteer fire-fighting organizations. 

This bill is one of a number of bills which have been introduced for the 
purpose of extending the existing authorization for donation of surplus personal 
property (which is limited to the purposes of education, public health, and 
civil defense) to cover various other special activities and organizations. 

Initially, we wish to point out that in the drafting of H. R. 11516 there has 
been a failure to reflect the amendments made in section 203 of the Federal 
Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 by Public Law 200 of the 
84th Congress, approved August 1, 1955 (69 Stat. 480), and Public Law 655 of 
the 84th Congress, approved July 3, 1956 (70 Stat. 493). 

Notwithstanding how worthy may be the objectives of these volunteer fire- 
fighting organizations, GSA objects to H. R. 11516 for the reasons hereinafter 
set forth. 

The enactment of this legislative proposal would impede the handling of surplus 
property by the Government and introduce new elements of costs for the Govern- 
menttopay. Specifically, it would: 

(a) Delay the disposal of unneeded Government property while competing 
claims of individual volunteer fire-fighting organizations are being con- 
sidered with additional costs accruing to the Government for maintenance 
and storage of the property and attendant administrative tasks. 

(b) Complicate the disposal of surplus property by introducing competi- 
tion for available property between individual volunteer fire-fighting organi- 
zations and other claimants on behalf of education, publie health, and civil 
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defense activities. This will present a recurring problem, likely to engender 
ill will and create still further delays in warehouse clearance. 

To broaden the surplus property donation authority of the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949 to cover this comprehensive new group 
would operate as an invitation to present still more proposals for inclusion of 
further organizations. Enactment of H. R. 11516, or adoption of such additional 
proposals would inevitably result not only in increased administrative costs and 
complication of disposal operations, but also in jeopardizing the orderly pro- 
cedures for surplus disposal now being carried out under the direction of GSA 
pursuant to the provisions of that act. 

The nature of this legislative proposal is such as to make impossible any firm 
estimate by us of the probable cost attributable thereto. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the submis- 
sion of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
FRANKLIN FLOETE, Administrator. 


GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington, D. C., May 20, 1958. 
Hon. WiLttiaM L. Dawson, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Your letter of April 28, 1958, requested a report by 
General Services Administration on H. R. 12025, to amend the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949 to permit the donation of surplus 
property to volunteer fire-fighting organizations. 

This bill is one of a number of bills which have been introduced for the purpose 
of extending the existing authorization for donation of surplus personal property 
(which is limited to the purposes of education, public health, and civil defense) 
to cover various other special activities and organizations. 

Initially, we wish to point out that in the drafting of H. R. 12025 there has 
been a failure to reflect the amendments made in section 203 of the Federal 
Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 by Public Law 200 of the 84th 
Congress, approved August 1, 1955 (69 Stat. 430), and Public Law 655 of the 
84th Congress, approved July 3, 1956 (70 Stat. 493). 

Notwithstanding how worthy may be the objectives of these volunteer fire- 
fighting organizations, GSA objects to H. R. 12025 for the reasons hereinafter 
set forth. 

The enactment of this legislative proposal would impede the handling of surplus 
property by the Government and introduce new elements of costs for the 
Government topay. Specifically, it would— 

(a) Delay the disposal of unneeded Government property while competing 
claims of individual volunteer fire-fighting organizations are being considered 
with additional costs accruing to the Government for maintenance and 
storage of the property and attendant administrative tasks. 

(b) Complicate the disposal of surplus property by introducing com- 
petition for available property between individual volunteer fire-fighting 
organizations and other claimants on behalf of education, public health, and 
civil defense activities. This will present a recurring problem, likely to 
engender ill will and create still further delays in warehouse clearance. 

To broaden the surplus property donation authority of the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949 to cover this comprehensive new group 
would operate as an invitation to present still more proposals for inclusion of 
further organizations. Enactment of H. R. 12025, or adoption of such additional 
proposals would inevitably result not only in increased administrative costs and 
complication of disposal operations, but also in jeopardizing the orderly pro- 
cedures for surplus disposal now being carried out under the direction of GSA 
pursuant to the provisions of that act. 

The nature of this legislative proposal is such as to make impossible any firm 
estimate by us of the probable cost attributabie thereto. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 

FRANKLIN FLoete, Administrator. 
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GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington, D. C., July 15, 1958. 
Hon. WiLL1AM L. DAWSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Your letter of June 18, 1958, requested a report by Gen- 
eral Services Administration on H. R. 12959, to amend the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949 to permit the donation of surplus prop- 
erty to volunteer fire-fighting organizations. 

This bill is one of a number of bills which have been introduced for the pur- 
pose of extending the existing authorization for donation of surplus personal 
property (which is limited to the purposes of education, public health, and civil 
defense) to cover various other special activities and organizations. 

Initially, we wish to point out that in the drafting of H. R. 12959 there has 
been a failure to reflect the amendments made in section 203 of the Federal 
Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 by Public Law 200 of the 
84th Congress, approved August 1, 1955 (69 Stat. 480), and Public Law 655 of 
the 84th Congress, approved July 3, 1956 (70 Stat. 493). 

Notwithstanding how worthy may be the objectives of these volunteer fire- 
fighting organizations, GSA objects to H. R. 12959 for the reasons hereinafter 
set forth. 

The enactment of this legislative proposal would impede the handling of sur- 
plus property by the Government and introduce new elements of costs for the 
Government to pay. Specifically, it would: 

(a) Delay the disposal of unneeded Government property while compet- 
ing claims of individual volunteer fire-fighting organizations are being con- 
sidered with additional costs accruing to the Government for maintenance 
and storage of the property and attendant administrative tasks. 

(b) Complicate the disposal of surplus property by introducing competi- 
tion for available property between individual volunteer fire-fighting organ- 
izations and other claimants on behalf of education, public health, and civil 
defense activities. This will present a recurring problem, likely to engender 
ill will and create still further delays in warehouse clearance. 

To broaden the surplus property donation authority of the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949 to cover this comprehensive new group 
would operate as an invitation to present still more proposals for inclusion of 
further organizations. Enactment of H. R. 12959, or adoption of such additional 
proposals would inevitably result not only in increased administrative costs and 
complication of disposal operations, but also in jeopardizing the orderly pro- 
cedures for surplus disposal now being carried out under the direction of GSA 
pursuant to the provisions of that act. The nature of this legislative proposal 
is such as to make impossible any firm estimate by us of the probable cost 
attributable thereto. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 

FRANKLIN FLoetTe, Administrator. 


ExHisit 5—REPLY FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C., April 25, 1957. 
Hon. WILLIAM L. DAwson, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN Dawson: This is in reply to your request of January 17, 
1957, for a report on H. R. 2504, a bill to provide that Government surplus prop- 
‘erty may be donated to 4-H Clubs for the construction, equipment, and operation 
of camps and centers. 

This Department is in favor of the objective of the bill, in view of the value 
of 4-H Club work to farm youth and the entire Nation. However, we are not 
in a position to make a specific recommendation regarding passage of the bill, 
since it would have no direct effect on this Department’s surplus property dis- 
posal operations. 
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If such legislation is to be enacted, we recommend that it be amended so as to 
provide that an official entity be designated within a State to which such prop- 
erty could be allocated, and that its use be controlled within the administrative 
channels responsible for conducting 4-H Club work. In practically all conceivable 
instances where there would be an interest in acquiring such property for 4—H 
Club use, more than one individual club would be involved; hence, it would be 
inappropriate to allocate such property directly to an individual club. 

This bill would amend section 203 of the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act. With the above suggested amendments it would authorize the 
Administrator to donate to the appropriate State agency for use by 4-H Clubs 
surplus equipment, materials, or other supplies determined to be usable and 
necessary for the construction, equipment, and operation of 4-H Club camps and 
centers. Determination of the usability and necessity of such surplus property 
for the construction, equipment, and operation of 4-H Club camps and centers 
would be made by the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, and such 
property would be allocated on the basis of needs. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
TrvuE D. Morse, Acting Secretary. 


ExHIsit 6—REPLIES FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND 
WELFARE 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, 
August 1, 1957. 
Hon. WILLIAM L. DAwson, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


DeEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: This letter is in response to your requests for reports on 
the following bills, listed in numerical order : 

H. R. 242, a bill to amend the Federal Property and Administrative Serv- 
ices Act of 1949 to permit the donation of surplus property to certain com- 
munity organizations, i. e., volunteer fire departments and volunteer rescue 
and lifesaving squads. 

H. R. 2504, a bill to provide that Government surplus property may be 
donated to 4-H Clubs for the construction, equipment, and operation of 
camps and centers. 

H. R. 2552, a bill to amend the Federal Property and Administrative Serv- 
ices Act of 1949 to permit the donation of surplus property to volunteer 
fire-fighting organizations. 

H. R. 3406, a bill to amend the Federal Property and Administrative Serv- 
ices Act of 1949 to permit the donation of surplus property to volunteer 
fire-fighting organizations. 

H. R. 4007, a bill to amend section 203 of the Federal Property and Ad- 
ministrative Services Act of 1949 to permit the disposal of surplus property 
to publicly owned water districts and publicly owned sewer districts. 

H. R. 4107, a bill to amend the Federal Property and Administrative Serv- 
ices Act of 1949 to permit the donation of surplus property to volunteer 
fire-fighting organizations, volunteer reserve services, squads, and first-aid 
crews. 

H. R. 5451, a bill to amend section 203 of the Federal Property and Ad- 
ministrative Services Act of 1949 to permit the disposal of surplus property 
to municipalities. 

H. R. 6316, a bill to amend the Federal Property and Administrative Serv- 
ices Act of 1949 to permit the donation of surplus property to volunteer 
fire-fighting organizations, volunteer reserve services, squads, and first-aid 
crews. 

H. R. 7929, a bill to amend the Federal Property and Administrative Serv- 
ices Act of 1949 to permit the donation of surplus property to volunteer fire- 
fighting organizations. 

All of these bills would amend section 203 of the Federal Property and Ad- 
ministrative Services Act of 1949 so as to authorize donations of surplus personal 
property for certain purposes, and to certain organizations, not now eligible. 
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Of the above-mentioned bills, H. R. 2552, H. R. 3406, and H. R. 7929, relating 
to volunteer fire-fighting organizations, appear to be identical. (Such organi- 
zations are also specifically covered by H. R. 242, H. R. 4107, and H. R. 6316, 
bills which also cover certain other comparable types of organizations. ) 

For the reasons stated below, we do not favor enactment of any of these bills. 

Under section 203 (j) of the act, Federal surplus personal property deter- 
mined by this Department to be usable and necessary for educational or pub- 
lic-health purposes, including research, may be donated by the Administrator 
of General Services through State surplus property distribution agencies 
to tax-supported or nonprofit tax-exempt medical institutions, hospitals, clinics, 
health centers, school systems, schools, colleges and universities. Under a 
recent amendment (Public Law 655, 84th Cong.), surplus personal property 
usable and necessary for civil-defense purposes may in like manner be donated 
to civil-defense organizations of States or political subdivisions and instrumen- 
talities thereof. With respect to both of these programs—by delegation from 
the Federal Civil Defense Administration in the latter case—such property is 
allocated among the several States by this Department, although within the 
several States distribution to eligible activities and organizations is made by 
the State distribution agencies subject to basic Federal regulations and stand- 
ards. 

Also, surplus personal property under the control of the Defense Department 
which is determined by the Secretary of Defense to be usable and necessary 
for “educational activities which are of special interest to the armed services”— 
a phrase which has been very broadly interpreted—may be donated for such 
activities pursuant to allocation by the Secretary of Defense. Such defense- 
related donations are given priority over donations under the other two programs. 

The present bills would, respectively, add to the eligible list for donation of 
Federal personal surplus property such diverse organizations as 4+-H Club 
camps and centers: volunteer fire-fighting organizations, volunteer rescue and 
lifesaving squads, and other organizations performing community services that 
in their absence would be performed by a State or its political subdivisions; 
publicly owned water and sewer districts; and, finally, municipalities, for 
municipal purposes generally. 

It may be noted at the outset that municipalities, as a practical matter, are 
already beneficiaries of the donation program under section 203 of the act in 
the fields of education, public health, and civil defense, and have received many 
millions of dollars of donated personal property for these purposes. 

The mere enumeration of the activities and organizations now proposed to be 
added, by the nine bills covered by this report, to the eligible categories under 
the section 208 donation program—not to mention still other proposals heretofore 
made—highlights two things. 

In the first place, Congress in 1949 abolished the complex systems of priorities 
for surplus property disposal existing under the Surplus Property Act of 1944 
and limited donations of surplus personal property to educational and public 
health activities carried on by certain types of organizations. (Apparently 
through inadvertence, the public health part was at first omitted from the per- 
sonal property donation provisions of section 208 (j) of the 1949 act, although it 
was included in the real property disposal provisions of section 2083 (k) and 
public health had been on an equal priority footing with education in the 1944 
act. The omission was corrected the next year by Public Law 754, Sist Cong.) 
With respect to the abolished systems of priorities, the second Hoover Commis- 
sion’s Task Force on Surplus Property, in its report (p. 105), stated that they 
“proved to be an almost insurperable impediment to an orderly disposal program 
« * * They resulted in long delays, vast paperwork and procedures, and admin- 
istrative costs which in many cases exceed the disposal revenues.” Yet in both 
the task force’s and the Commission’s opinon, the extension of eligibility to 
municipalities for municipal purposes generally, let alone the additional adoption 
of the other proposals, would again require the establishment of a priority system 
and would greatly complicate the administration of the program. 

In the second place, as is demonstrated by the present list and by various other 
past and present proposals for extension of eligibility under the donation pro- 
gram to new organizations and activities, any proposal for an extension imme- 
diately raises the question of extension to other activities and organizations 
equally deserving, not only to health and educational organizations not yet 
eligible—e. g., mosquito districts, nurseries, institutions engaged in scientific re- 
search, libraries, museums, ete.—but to activities of public or nonprofit organiza- 
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tions in the welfare field or in other public-purpose fields indicated by these and 
other bills. Thus, apart from an extension to purposes essential in the interest 
of national security, such as the recently established civil defense program, either 
the gates would have to be thrown wide open without limitation, thus diluting 
the program so as to be, perhaps, of little benefit to anyone, or new lines would 
have to be drawn which would be difficult to justify on grounds of equity and 
for that reason difficult to hold. 

We have, in the past several months, earnestly explored the feasibility of 
extending eligibility under the surplus personal property donation program 
to a carefully limited and defined group of those activities and organizations in 
the welfare field, public or voluntary, which might be analogized, from the point 
of view of their nature and accountability, to those now eligible and hence least 
Subject to abuse. However, any recommendations along that line would of 
necessity require a careful evaluation of the present and potential needs of the 
existing program and projected programs, in terms of the number of eligible 
organizations, the amount of property available for distribution, and the like. 
In view of the very recent enactment of the civil defense donation program, it 
became clear that no well-founded appraisal can be made at this time of the 
impact which the recent extension of eligibility to include civil-defense organiza- 
tions will have on the program as a whole. For example, the civil defense 
director of Pennsylvania advises that at least 2,900 civil-defense organizations 
have been designated under Pennsylvania State law and are qualified to receive 
donations for civil-defense purposes. We have no figures as yet for the country as 
a whole, nor do we have experience which would make possible a reasonable 
estimate as to the amounts of property in the field of common-use items for which 
these organizations would compete. 

Hence, either for the purposes of these bills or for the above-mentioned exten- 
sion in the welfare field, forecasts could not reasonably be made at this time 
respecting the increased costs of administration, the extent of dilution of the 
amount and quality of the property available, and the dimensions of the conflict 
of interest for the same property which might result from any additional 
extension of eligibility. Under these circumstances, even apart from the formid- 
able problems of equity in deciding which, if any, new organizations and activi- 
ties (either of those enumerated in the bills to which this report is addressed or 
those referred to in other proposals) should be made eligible, we believe that even 
if otherwise advisable no further expansion of eligibility should be recommended 
at this time pending the accumulation of adequate experience as to the impact 
of the civil defense donation program. This will require at least a year or 
two in view of the newness of that program. 

In conclusion, we recommend against enactment of any of the above-mentioned 
bills. We have therefore not analyzed these bills from the point of view of their 
technical adequacy, nor have we explored the question whether in the event of 
the enactment of these bills, a number of which involve activities outside the 
field of interest of the Department, administration of the donation and disposal 
program for surplus property by this Department would still be appropriate. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that it perceives no objection to the submis- 
sion of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
M. B. Fotsom, Secretary. 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, 
Washington, August 1, 1958. 
Hon. JoHN W. McCorMack, 
Chairman, Special Subcommittee on Donable Property, Committee on 
Government Operations, House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: In response to your letter of July 28, 1958, apprising us 
of hearings to be held by your subcommittee on Friday, August 1, on H. R. 543, 
7067, 10789, 11324, 3406, 6316, 7929, 10010, 10118, 9522, 242, 2504, 5460, I am 
pleased to advise that we have now submitted reports to your committee on all 
of these bills. 

There is still outstanding our report on H. R. 13085 not mentioned in your 
letter. We shall make every effort to submit a report on that bill to your com- 
mittee by the scheduled hearing date, if at all possible. 

In response to your kind invitation, the Department will be represented at 
the hearing by Mr. Chester B. Lund, Director, Office of Field Administration, 
accompanied by one or more other members of our staff, who will be available, 
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if called upon, to respond to any questions that may arise at the hearing and 
may not already be covered by our reports on these bills. 
Sincerely yours, 
Exvxuior L. RICHARDSON, 
Assistant Secretary. 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EpUCATION, AND WELFARE, 
Washington. 
Hon. WILLIAM L. Dawson, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, House of Representa- 
tives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. CuatrMan: This letter is in response to your request for reports on 
the following bills: 

H. R. 543, to amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services 
Act of 1949 to permit the donation and other disposal of property to tax- 
supported public recreation agencies. 

H. R. 5448, to amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services 
Act of 1949 to make rehabilitation facilities and sheltered workshops eligible 
for donations of surplus real and personal property. 

H. R. 5470, to amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services 
Act of 1949 to make municipalities eligible for donations for surplus real 
and personal property. 

H. R. 7067, to amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services 
Act of 1949 to permit the donation and other disposal of property to tax- 
supported public recreation agencies. 

These bills would amend sections 203 (j) and (k) of the Federal Property and 
Administrative Services Act of 1949 so as to authorize donations of surplus 
personal property, and disposals of surplus real property with a public benefit 
allowance, for certain purposes and to certain organizations not now eligible. 
H. R. 543 and H. R. 7067, identical bills, would extend eligibility to tax-supported 
public recreation agencies ; H. R. 5448, to public and other nonprofit rehabilitation 
facilities and workshops (the property to be used for the rehabilitation of 
physically or mentally handicapped persons) ; and H. R. 5470, to municipalities 
for municipal purposes, including research, generally. 


1. PERSONAL PROPERTY 


Insofar as these bills would extend eligibility under the surplus personal prop- 
erty donation program, the reasons against enactment given in our recent adverse 
report on H. R. 242 and eight other bills are equally applicable to the present 
bills. (For your convenience, a copy of the other report is enclosed herewith. ) 

We there pointed out that the extension of eligibility to municipalities for 
municipal purposes generally, let alone the additional adoption of other proposals, 
would require a return to the inordinately complex and expensive priority system 
prevailing under the Surplus Property Act of 1944, and that such proposals and 
others pending in the Congress posed the dilemma of either admitting to the 
program public and other nonprofit agencies of all types which were equally 
deserving, and thus diluting the program so as to be perhaps of little benefit to 
anyone, or, on the other hand, drawing new lines which would be difficult to 
justify on grounds of equity, and for that reason difficult to hold. We con- 
cluded that even to the extent that extension of the program might seem desir- 
able and practicable at a future time the impact of the recent civil-defense 
donation amendment (Public Law 655, 84th Cong.) was not foreseeable at this 
time, and that, therefore, in any event, no recommendation for extension of the 
program should be made pending the accumulation of adequate experience under 
the civil-defense donation program. We estimated that this would require at 
least a year or two, in view of the newness of that program. 

With respect to rehabilitation facilities, it should be noted, additionally, that 
these are now eligible for participation in the donation program if it is shown 
that they are of such a character as to qualify as “clinics” and, in some instances, 
as “schools.” And municipalities, as a practical matter, are now beneficiaries of 
the donation programs for education, health, and civil defense. 


2. REAL PROPERTY 


The present act (sec. 208 (k)), in language derived from section 13 (a) (1) 
of the Surplus Property Act of 1944, permits us, with the approval of the Admin- 
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istrator of General Services, to dispose of surplus real property which is suitable 
for schools, classroom, or other educational use (including buildings, fixtures, 
and equipment situated thereon) to the States and their political subdivisions 
and instrumentalities and to tax-supported and other nonprofit tax-exempt educa- 
tional instituions, and likewise to dispose of real property for public health use 
to the States and their political subdivisions and instrumentalities and to tax- 
supported and other nonprofit tax-exempt medical institutions, hospitals, and 
similar institutions. In fixing the disposal value of real property to be trans- 
ferred under this provision, we are directed to “take into consideration any benefit 
which has accrued or may accrue to the United States from the use of such 
property by any such State, political subdivision, instrumentality, or institution.” 
In practice, under our regulations, this public benefit allowance has ranged from 
40 percent to 100 percent. 

As above noted, these provisions and the organizations and purposes to which 
they apply are, as regards real property, essentially the same as they were in the 
Surplus Property Act of 1944. Under the earlier act, for purposes other than 
health or education, State and local public agencies and various tax-exempt non- 
profit organizations had certain priorities, but had to pay fair value for realty, 
without public benefit allowance. It is significant that in enacting the 1949 act 
the Congress, in the light of experience had under the 1944 act, chose not to 
extend the public benefit allowance feature to purposes other than those of an 
educational or of a health character, but eliminated the priorities for other 
public and nonprofit activities which had been established under the 1944 act. 

We cannot recommend the enlargement of the real property disposal provision 
recommended by the present bills. 

In the first place, what we have said above with respect to the difficulty of 
drawing an appropriate line in attempting any extension of eligibility under the 
existing section 203 program applies to real property as well as to personal prop- 
erty. To single out these particular organizations and their activities for addi- 
tional inclusion under section 203 (k) would not solve alleged inequities, but 
would create new claims of inequity as between them and other organizations 
equally worthy. 

Moreover, it should be noted that rehabilitation facilities to a large extent can 
already qualify as eligible under the present provisions of section 203 (k) of the 
act. Municipalities benefit from this program in the field of education and pub- 
lic health. Moreover, under section 13 (g) of the Surplus Property Act of 1944, 
which was not repealed by the 1949 act, they continue to be eligible for the dona- 
tion of property for airport purposes. Finally, tax-supported public recreation 
agencies, which are covered by H. R. 543 and H. R. 7067, are now eligible to 
receive, under section 13 (h) of the Surplus Property Act of 19-44 which is still 
in force, conveyances of surplus land, including improvements and equipment 
located thereon, which the Secretary of the Interior finds to be suitable and de- 
sirable for use as a public recreational area, though such conveyances may be 
made only at a price equal to 50 percent of the fair value of the property. 

In conclusion, for the reasons above stated, we recommend against enactment 
of any of the above-mentioned bills. We have therefore not analyzed these bills 
from the point of view of their technical adequacy; nor have we explored the 
question whether in the event of the enactment of bills such as H. R. 5470, which 
would permit transfers of real property under section 203 (k) to municipalities 
for municipal purposes generally and would thus involve activities outside the 
field of interest of this Department, administration of the donation and disposal 
program for surplus property by this Department would still be appropriate. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that it perceives no objection to the submis- 
sion of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
—_—— ———.,, Sceretury. 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EpUCATION, AND WELFARE, 


March 17, 1958. 
Hon. Wiii1AM L. DAWSson, 


Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. 0. 
DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: This letter is in response to your request of March 6, 
1958, for a report on H. R. 11115, a bill to amend the Federal Property and Ad- 


ministrative Services Act of 1949 to permit the donation of surplus property 
to volunteer fire-fighting organizations. 
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This bill is identical with H. R. 2552, H. R. 3406, and H. R. 7929, on which we 
submitted a report to you on August 1, 1957. (That report also covered 6 other 
bills, i. e., H. R. 242, H. R. 2504, H. R. 4007, H. R. 4107, H. R. 5451, and H. R. 
6316.) 

For the reasons stated in our report of August 1, 1957, we recommend against 
enactment of H. R. 11115. 

Sincerely yours, 
E. L. RrcwuaArpson, Acting Secretary. 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, 
March 14, 1958. 
Hon. WILLIAM L. DAWSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: This letter is in response to your request of March 4, 
1957, for a report on H. R. 5460, a bill to amend section 203 (j) of the Federal 
Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 to provide that surplus prop- 
erty which is not used in the donable property program shall be offered for sale to 
States and political subdivisions thereof. 

The bill would provide that, in the case of surplus personal property which 
is not donated for purposes of education, public health, or civil defense, or for 
research for such purposes, the Administrator of General Services, before offering 
such property for sale to the public, shall provide that States and political 
subdivisions thereof (including municipalities) shall be afforded an opportunity 
to purchase such property at a price not in excess of that at which such property 
was made available to Federal agencies before it was declared surplus. The 
bill would also provide that the Administrator of General Services may impose 
reasonable terms, conditions, reservations, and restrictions upon the use of any 
single item of personal property sold under these provisions which has an 
acquisition cost of $2,500 or more. 

Since the sale of surplus personal property not suitable for donation under 
section 203 (j) of the act is the primary responsibility of the General Services 
Administration, this Department defers to the views of that Administration. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that it perceives no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
M. B. Fotsom, Secretary. 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, 
April 17, 1958. 
Hon. WILLIAM L. DAWSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: This letter is in response to your request of June 19, 
1957, for a report on H. R. 6537, a bill to authorize the disposition of certain 
obsolete and excess property to the United States Volunteer Life Saving Corps. 

Subject to regulations under section 205 of the Federal Property and Admin- 
istrative Services Act of 1949, the bill would, under nonuniform provisions, 
authorize the Secretaries of the military departments and the Commandant of the 
Coast Guard to dispose of certain material to the United States Volunteer Life 
Saving Corps. In the case of the Army and Air Force Departments, the material 
referred to is “obsolete or excess material,’ which they could sell to the corps 
at “fair value to the Department,” including the cost of packing, handling, and 
transportation. In the case of the Navy, “obsolete material not needed for naval 
purposes” could be donated to the corps, and “other material that may be spared” 
could be sold to it at “fair value,” subject in each case to recovery of the cost of 
transportation and delivery. And, in the case of the Coast Guard, “all such 
obsolete or other material as may not be needed for the Coast Guard” could be 
“disposed of” to the corps “with or without charge.” 

While these diverse provisions are not free from ambiguity, they would seem 
to authorize the disposal of personal property by the military departments and 
the Coast Guard to the United States Volunteer Life Saving Corps if the property 
is not needed by the using agency, even though it might be usable and needed by 
the executive department of which the using agency is a part or by other Federal 
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agencies, or though it might, if not so needed, be suitable for donation for educa- 
tional, health, or civil defense purposes under section 203 (j) of the act. As 
you know, section 203 (j) permits the donation of surplus personal property 
the control of the Department of Defense to educational activities of special 
interest to the armed services, and the donation of any Federal surplus personal 
property not so disposed of to educational, public health, or civil defense agencies 
if suitable for use by such agencies. 

Thus, the corps would be accorded a privileged status, with respect to the 
acquisition of such property, which is at least equal to that of Federal agencies 
and is above that of organizations engaged in educational activities of special 
interest to the armed services or in other educational, health, or civil defense 
activities falling under section 203 (j). Further, the enactment of the proposed 
legislation would invite numerous additional proposals to extend eligibility along 
the lines of this bill, or at least, by a broadening of section 208 (j), to other 
worthy and equally deserving activities which are currently ineligible to receive 
donable property. In reports on a number of bills proposing to make additional 
categories of organizations eligible for receipt of Federal surplus property by 
donation, we set forth at length the reasons why such an extension of existing 
law was undesirable. (See, especially, our report of August 1, 1957, on H. R. 
242 and eight other bills.) Those reasons apply even more cogently to the 
present bill. 

We therefore recommend against enactment of this bill. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that it perceives no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
BE. L. Rich arpson, Acting Secretary. 





DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, Epvucation, AND WELFARE, 
Varch 7, 1958. 
Hon. Witt1amM L. Dawson, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives. 


Dear Mr. CuarrMAN : This letter is in response to your request of September 10, 
1957, for a report on H. R. 9522, a bill to amend the Federal Property and Admin- 
istrative Services Act of 1949 to authorize the disposal of surplus property to 
certain welfare agencies. 

This bill would extend to tax-supported or tax-exempt welfare or recreation 
agencies (as defined in the bill) the benefits of section 203 (j) of the Federal 
Property and Administrative Services Act relating to donation of Federal surplus 
personal property. 

For the reasons stated below, we cannot recommend enactment of this bill. 

Under section 203 (j) of the act, Federal surplus personal property determined 
by this Department to be usable and necessary for educational or public health 
purposes, including research, may be donated by the Administrator of General 
Services through State surplus property distribution agencies to tax-supported 
or nonprcfit tax-exempt medical institutions, hospitals, clinics, health centers, 
school systems, schools, colleges, and universities. Under the latest amendment 
(Public Law 655, 84th Cong.), surplus personal property usable and necessary 
for civil-defense purposes may in like manner be donated to civil-defense organi- 
zations of States or political subdivisions and instrumentalities thereof. With 
respect to both of these programs—by delegation from the Federal Civil Defense 
Administration in the latter case—such property is allocated among the several 
States by this Department, although within the several States distribution to 
eligible activities and organizations is made by the State distribution agencies 
subject to basic Federal regulations and standards. 

Also, surplus personal property under the control of the Defense Department 
which is determined by the Secretary of Defense to be usable and necessary for 
“educational activities which are of special interest to the armed services’’—a 
phrase which has been very broadly interpreted—may be donated for such activi- 
ties pursuant to allocation by the Secretary of Defense. Such defense-related 
donations are given priority over donations under the other two programs. 

This bill would add to the eligible list for donation of Federal surplus personal 
property a large number of organizations, such as the Salvation Army, YMCA, 
YWCA, Travelers Aid, settlement houses, homes for the aged, youth centers, 
character-building agencies, adoption centers, and similar organizations. 
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The considerations bearing upon the wisdom and desirability of extending this 
donation program at this time were analyzed in our adverse report of August 1, 
1957, on nine bills (H. R. 242, etc) proposing to make various types of community, 
public, or municipal organizations eligible under that program. 

W-= there pvinted out (a) that any such proposal at once raised the question 
of admitting other types of organizations equally deserving, thus calling either 
for unlimited dilution of the program or the drawing of new lines difficult to 
justify on equitable grounds, and, hence, difficult to hold; (b) that to let into the 
program a substantial spectrum of organizations or activities not now eligible 
would necessitate the reinstitution of a complex priority system which in the 
past had proved to be highly undesirable and was discarded by the present act; 
and (c) that it would take some time—at least a year or two—to learn the full 
impact of the recently enacted civil-defense donation provisions on the donation 
program as a whole, so that, either for the purposes of the above-mentioned exten- 
sion in the welfare field or for the purposes of the specific bills then before us, 
forecasts could not be made respecting the increased costs of administration, the 
extent of dilution of the amount of property available, and the dimensions of 
the conflict of interest between groups competing for the same property, which 
might result from such an extension of the program. 

What we said on that occasion is equally applicable here, and we, therefore, 
are constrained to recommend against enactment of H. R. 9522. Hence, we have 
not analyzed this bill from the point of view of its technical adequacy. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that it perceives no objection to the sub- 
mission of the report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 


M. B. Fotsom, Secretary. 


THE SECRETARY OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, 
Washington, August 1, 1958. 
Hon. Jonn W. McCorMAck, 
Chairman, Special Subcommittee on Donable Property, 
Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


DeaR Mr. McCorMack : This is in further reference to your letter of March 14, 
1958, which transmitted a communication from the Honorable A. Sidney Her- 
long, Jr., and requested our comments thereon. Congressman Herlong’s letter 
commented on H. R. 10010, which he has introduced, and explained the basis 
for his support of the proposed legislation. 

We have not, so far, been favored with a copy of the Budget Bureau’s report, 
to which Mr. Herlong’s report refers. Our own report to the Government 
Operations Committee on H. R. 10010 and an identical bill, H. R. 10118, sets 
forth our reasons for recommending against enactment of these bills, and we 
shall, therefore, not reiterate these reasons here. The adverse recommendation 
in that report is in line with the position we have taken on the numerous pending 
bills proposing to extend eligibility to other equally deserving public-interest 
activities in the fields of health, education, welfare, and recreation. 

Before commenting on Mr. Herlong’s letter, we may note in passing that, 
in view of the basically adverse position taken in our report on these bills, we 
did not there attempt to resolve certain subordinate policy issues which should 
be dealt with if the proposal were to be favorably considered. For example, 
should, as the bills seem to imply, mosquito- and insect-control districts and 
prozrams be considered eligible as public-health agencies and activities, even 
where there is no substantial problem arising from the presence of mosquitoes 
and other insects which are disease vectors and where the primary purpose of 
these districts and programs is the control of pest mosquitoes and other insect 
pests? Again, should drainage districts and programs be eligible for donations 
as health agencies and activities, even where they do not primarily serve a health 
objective? Finally, should State and local health departments be eligible for 
donation for any activity which directly or indirectly promotes the public health, 
such .is central-office work? 

Nor did we, in our report, analyze the bills with a view to perfecting them 
technically. One point that might here be noted in that connection is that the 
phrase “public health agencies of the State, and its political subdivisions and 
instrumentalities,” on lines 7 and 8 of page 1 of the bill, would more clearly 
car’) ou. the intent of the proposal if it were changed to read “public health 
agencies of the State[[,] and of its political subdivisions and instrumentalities,” 
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thus avoiding the possibility of a contention—an excessively strained one, to be 
sure—that the amendment permits donations (for public-health purposes) to 
political subdivisions at large, as distinguished from donations to public-health 
agencies thereof, a construction which would enlarge the scope of the bills to an 
unforeseeable extent. 

Mr. Herlong suggests that his bill would not “expand (the program) as it is 
currently being administered,” and that, rather, it merely “defines and clarifies 
the rules for making donable surplus property available to agencies doing public- 
health work, including mosquito control, which by a recent ruling of the Depart- 
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare is an eligible purpose.” This is based 
upon a misunderstanding caused by donations made in connection with mosquito- 
control activities. 

In order to permit a donation for public-health purposes, the proposed donee 
not only must be engaged in a public-health activity but must be one of the types 
of organizations specifically enumerated in section 203 (j) of the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act as interpreted in applicable regulations. Among 
these organizations are clinics and health centers, but not mosquito districts. 
It is true that we have held that certain organizations, in Florida and elsewhere, 
met both the statutory and regulatory requirements established for a clinic or 
health center, even though also engaged in certain presumably health-related 
mosquito-control activities. In such cases, donations of property for use in 
such activities were properly made to these organizations. In a few instances, 
subsequent donations were inadvertently made directly to State and local health 
departments which, as such, were not legally eligible donees, even though the 
property was to be used for mosquito-control work. This necessitated recovering 
from such departments the property donated when the error was discovered. 
Congressman Herlong thus, quite understandably, though mistakenly, assumed 
that mosquito-control activities were deliberately and properly accorded eligi- 
bility regardless of the fact that the receiving organization did not fall into the 
enumerated eligible categories of “medical institutions,” “hospitals,” “clinics,” 
and “health centers.” 

To the extent, then, that the proposed legislation would make independently 
eligible mosquito- and insect-control districts, sanitary districts, malaria-control 
districts, drainage districts, State and local health departments, or other public- 
health agencies except those specifically enumerated in the present law, it 
would, in fact, very substantially extend eligibility for donations. 

For the foregoing reasons, as well as those stated in our report to the com- 
mittee, we are opposed to enactment of these bills. 

Sincerely yours, 
Exxiot L. RICHARDSON, 
Assistant Secretary. 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, 
August 1, 1958. 
Hon. W1iti1aM L. DAWSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Deak Mr. CHAIRMAN: This letter is in response to your request for a report 
on H. R. 10010 and H. R. 10118, to amend the Federal Property and Administra- 
tive Services Act of 1949 to authorize the disposal of certain surplus property to 
public-health agencies of a State, its political subdivisions and instrumentalities. 

These identical bills would amend section 203 (j) of the Federal Property and 
Administrative Services Act of 1949 so as to (a) add “public-health agencies of 
the State, and its political subdivisions and instrumentalities,” to those organiza- 
tions now eligible to receive donable surplus personal property; (0b) define the 
term “public-health agencies of the State, and its political subdivisions and in- 
strumentalities,” as including (but not limited to) malaria-control districts, mos- 
quito- and insect-control districts, sanitary districts, and drainage districts ; and 
(c) define the term “public-health purposes” (for which purposes sec. 203 (j) 
permits donations) to include (but not be limited to) “sanitation activities gen- 
erally, including sanitary land-fill programs, mosquito- and insect-control pro- 
grams, malaria-control programs, and drainage programs.” 

These bills can be properly evaluated only in the light of the purpose for which, 
and the organizations to which, surplus property may now be donated, and in 
the context of other proposals for extension of the program which are now pend- 
‘ing in the Congress. As you know, under paragraph 3 of section 203 (j) of the 
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act, Federal surplus personal property may be donated, through State surplus- 
property distribution agencies, to tax-supported medical institutions, hospitals, 
clines, health centers, school systems, schools, colleges, universities, and to other 
nonprofit and tax-exempt medical institutions, hospitals, clinics, health centers, 
schools, colleges, and universities for purposes of public health or education. 
Under paragraph 4 of section 203 (j), such property may be donated to civil-de- 
fense organizations for civil-defense purposes; property donated for such pur- 
poses is allocated by the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare pursuant 
to a delegation of authority from the Federal Civil Defense Administrator. 

Also, surplus personal property under the control of the Defense Department 
which is determined by the Secretary of Defense to be usable and necessary for 
“educational activities which are of special interest to the armed services’”—a 
phrase which has been very broadly interpreted—may be donated to such activi- 
ties, based upon allocation by the Secretary of Defense. Such defense-related 
donations are given priority over donations under the other two programs. 

In addition to the 2 bills covered by the present report, there are pending 
before the House Committee on Government Operations a number of other bills 
to extend the program to organizations similar to the above-mentioned types of 
public agencies and activities and to municipalities (for municipal purposes, 
generally) which substantially parallel the 2 bills before your committee. The 
multitude of proposals to amend the substantive legislation would make eligible 
for donation municipally owned water districts, certain types of tax-supported 
or tax-exempt welfare organizations, recreation activities, rehabilitation centers, 
and sheltered workshops for the handicapped, 4-H Clubs, etc. 

The mere recital of these proposals, all of them dealing with worthy activities, 
highlights two things. In the first place, extension of the present program to 
some or all of these activities might require the reestablishment of a priority sys- 
tem, such as was abolished by the Congress in 1949, which would greatly com- 
plicate the administration of the program. 

In the second place, any proposal for an extension of the program immediately 
raises the question of extension to a whole host of other activities and organiza- 
tions equally deserving, whether these be extensions of eligibility to health and 
educational organizations not now eligible, or extensions of the act beyond its 
present health, educational, and civil-defense objectives to activities of public 
or other nonprofit organizations engaged in welfare work or in other public- 
purpose fields. Hence, either the gates would have to be thrown wide open 
without limitation, thus diluting the program so as to be, perhaps, of little ben- 
efit to anyone, or new lines would have to be drawn which would be difficult to 
justify on grounds of equity and, for that reason, difficult to hold. 

We have, in the past, earnestly explored the feasibility of extending eligibility 
under the surplus personal property donation program to additional organiza- 
tions and activities in the health and education fields and to a carefully limited 
and defined group of those activities and organizations in the wefare fields, pub- 
lic or voluntary, which might be analogized, from the point of view of their na- 
ture and accountability, to health and educational organizations now eligible and, 
hence, least subject to abuse. However, any recommendations along that line 
would, of necessity, require a careful evaluation of the present and potential 
needs of the existing program and projected programs, in terms of the number of 
eligible organizations, the amount of property available for distribution, and the 
like. We do not, as yet, have figures which would make possible a reasonable 
estimate as to the amounts of property in the field of common-use items for 
which these organizations would compete. In this connection, we should also 
like to emphasize that the inclusion of civil-defense organizations under section 
203 (j) of the act is too recent to furnish a sound basis for estimating the long- 
run impact of this addition to the types of organizations eligible for donations. 

Hence, either for the purposes of the bills covered by this report or for the 
other above-mentioned extensions proposed, forecasts could not reasonably be 
made at this time respecting the increased costs of administration, the extent 
of dilution of the amount of and quality of the property available, and the 
dimensions of the competition for the same property which might result from 
any additional extension of eligibility. Under these circumstances, apart from 
the formidable problems of equity in deciding which, if any, new organ‘zations 
and activities should be made eligible, we believe that, even if it were other- 
wise advisable, no further expansion of eligibility should be recommended at 
this time, pending accumulation of adequate experience with respect to the 


present program, including civil-defense donations. This will require at least 
a year or two. 
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We, therefore, recommend against enactment of H. R. 10010 and H. R. 10118. 
In view of this recommendation, we have not undertaken to analyze these bills 
from the point of view of their technical adequacy. 

Sincerely yours, 
Evuiot L. RICHARDSON, 
Assistant Secretary. 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, 
February 19, 1958. 
Hon. WILLIAM L. Dawson, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This letter is in response to your request of February 
5, 1958, for a report on H. R. 10377, a bill to amend the Federal Property and 
Administrative Services Act of 1949 to permit the donation of surplus property 
to volunteer fire-fighting organizations. 

This bill is identical with H. R. 2552, on which we submitted a report to 
you on August 1, 1957. (That report also covered 8 other bills, i. e., H. R. 242, 
etc.) 

For the reasons stated in our report of August 1, 1957, we recommend 
against enactment of H. R. 10377. 

Sincerely yours, 
M. B. Fotsom, Secretary. 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, 
February 28, 1958. 
Hon. WILttAM L. DAWSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: This letter is in response to your request of February 21, 
1958, for a report on H. R. 10789, a bill to amend the Federal Property and 
Administrative Services Act of 1949 to permit the donation and other disposal 
of property to tax-supported public recreation agencies. 

This bill is substantially identical with H. R. 543, on which we submitted a 
report to you on August 19, 1957. (That report also covered three other bills, 
i. e., H. R. 5448, H. R. 5470, and H. R. 7067.) 

For the reasons stated in our report of August 19, 1957, we recommend against 
enactment of H. R. 10789. 

Sincerely yours, 
M. B. Fousom, Secretary. 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, 
March 25, 1958. 
Hon. WILt1AM L. DAWSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This letter is in response to your request of March 12, 
1958, for a report on H. R. 11324, a bill to amend the Federal Property and 
Administrative Services Act of 1949 to permit the donation of surplus property 
to volunteer fire-fighting organizations. 

This bill is identical with H. R. 2552, H. R. 3406, and H. R. 7929, on which we 
submitted a report to you on August 1, 1957. (That report also covered six 
other bills, i. e., H. R. 242, H. R. 2504, H. R. 4007, H. R. 4107, H. R. 5451, and 
H. R. 6316.) 

For the reasons stated in our report of August 1, 1957, we recommend against 
enactment of H. R. 11324. 

Sincerely yours, 
M. B. Forsom, Secretary. 
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EpUCATION, AND WELFARE, 
March 31, 1958. 
Hon. Wirr1tram L. Dawson, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This letter is in response to your request of March 21, 
195s, for a report on H. R. 11516, a bill to amend the Federal Property and 
Administrative Services Act of 1949 to permit the donation of surplus property 
to volunteer fire-fighting organizations. 

This bill is identical with H. R. 2552, H. R. 3406, and H. R. 7929, on which 
we submitted a report to you on August 1, 1957. (That report also covered six 
other bills, i. e., H. R. 242, H. R. 2504, H. R. 4007, H. R. 4107, H. R. 5451, and 
H. R. 6316.) 

For the reasons stated in our report of August 1, 1957, we recommend against 
enactment of H R. 11516. 

Sincerely yours, 
E. L. RrcHarpson, Acting Secretary. 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, 
May 8, 1958. 
Hon. WiLt1AmM L. Dawson, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This letter is in response to your request of April 28, 
1958, for a report on H. R. 12025, a bill to amend the Federal Property and 
Administrative Services Act of 1949 to permit the donation of surplus property 
to volunteer fire-fighting organizations. 

This bill is identical with H. R. 2552, H. R. 3406, and H. R. 7929, on which 
we submitted a report to you on August 1, 1957. (That report also covered six 
other bills, i. e., H. R. 242, H. R. 2504, H. R. 4007, H. R. 4107, H. R. 5451, and 
H. R. 6316.) 

For the reasons stated in our report of August 1, 1957, we recommend against 
enactment of H. R. 12025. 

Sincerely yours, 
E. L. Rrcwarpson, Acting Secretary. 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, 
June 26, 1958. 
Hon. WILLIAM L. DAWSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

DeaR Mr. CHAIRMAN: This letter is in response to your request of June 18, 
1958, for a report on H. R. 12959, a bill to amend the Federal Property and 
Administrative Services Act of 1949 to permit the donation of surplus property 
to volunteer fire-fighting organizations. 

This bill is identical with H. R. 2552, H. R. 3406, and H. R. 7929, on which we 
submitted a report to you on August 1, 1957. (That report also covered six other 
bills, i. e., H. R. 242, H. R. 2504, H. R. 4007, H. R. 4107, H. R. 5451, and 
H. R. 6316.) 

For the reasons stated in our report of August 1, 1957, we recommend against 
enactment of H. R. 12959. 

Sincerely yours, 
EB. L. Ricuarpson, Assistant Secretary. 
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, 
August 4, 1958. 
Hon. Wiit1r1aM L. Dawson, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


DeaRk Mr. CHarRMAN: This letter is in response to your request of June 25, 
1958, for a report on H. R. 13085, a bill to amend section 203 of the Federal 
Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 to provide for the donation of 
surplus property to public libraries. 

This bill would amend sections 203 (j) and (k) of the Federal Property and 
Administrative Services Act of 1949 so as to authorize donations of surplus per- 
sonal property, and disposal of surplus real property with a public benefit 
allowance, to public libraries. 

With respect to real property, enactment of the bill would serve no purpose 
because public libraries are already considered eligible under section 203 (k) 
of the act, above mentioned, which governs the disposal of real property for 
educational purposes to States and political subdivisions and instrumentalities 
thereof and tax-supported and other nonprofit educational institutions. 

Insofar as personal property is concerned, this bill, as you know, is one of 
numerous bills, pending before your committee, which would extend eligibility 
under the present donation program to organizations or activities not now eligible. 
While none of the other bills so far introduced at this session would apply to 
public libraries, the reasons which militate against extension of this program 
at this time to the kinds of activities and organizations covered by those bills, 
and which are set forth at length in our report of August 1, 1957, on H. R. 242 
and eight other bills, are also applicable to the present bill. 

We, therefore, recommend against enactment of H. R. 13085. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that it perceives no objection to the submis- 
sion of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
Ex.tiot L. RicHarpson, Assistant Secretary. 


EXHIBIT 7—REPLY FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, January 15, 1958. 
Hon. WILLIAM L. DAWSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations. 


Dear Mr. Dawson: This responds to your request for the views of this De- 
partment on H. R. 9522, a bill to amend the Federal Property and Administra- 
tive Services Act of 1949 to authorize the disposal of surplus property to certain 
welfare agencies. 

This Department makes no recommendation regarding the enactment of the bill. 

This measure would extend to qualified tax-supported or tax-exempt welfare 
or recreational agencies the same opportunity to acquire surplus personal prop- 
erty by donations as is now enjoyed by public health, educational, and civil de 
fense organizations. Since the provisions of the bill would apply to surplus 
property only, which is by definition property not needed by this Department for 
any purpose, the desirability of the enactment of the bill becomes a matter for 
general policy determination by the General Services Administration, the 
agency which has primary responsibility in the disposal of surplus Government 
property, and by the Bureau of the Budget. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
D. Ottis BrasLey, 
Administrative Assistant, Secretary of the Interior. 
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ExHIsit 8—REpPLIES FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 


DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., May 18, 1957. 
Hon. WILtrAM L. Dawson, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Your request for comment on H. R. 242, a bill to 
amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 to per- 
mit the donation of surplus property to certain community organizations has 
been assigned to this Department by the Secretary of Defense for the prepara- 
tion of a report expressing the views of the Department of Defense. 

The purpose of this bill is to authorize the Administrator of General Services 
to donate surplus property to volunteer fire departments, volunteer rescue or 
lifesaving squads, which perform community services that would be performed 
by the State, or its political subdivisions, if not performed by such organizations. 
The determination as to whether the property is usable and necessary shall be 
, made by the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare. 

The proposal broadens the donation program to include volunteer fire de- 
partments and volunteer rescue or lifesaving squads among those entitled to 
receive surplus property of the Federal Government without cost, except for 
cost of care and handling. 

The views of the Department of Defense are in accord with those of the 
Senate Committee on Government Operations expressed as follows in Senate 
report 2267 of the 84th Congress (Report on H. R. 7227, a bill extending the 
donation program to include the Federal Civil Defense Agency) : 

“The subcommittee on reorganization also gave consideration to other pro- 
posals pending before the committee for extension of the donable provisions 
of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act, as related to the dis- 
posal of surplus property including soil conservation district, welfare camps, 
and 4-H Clubs, but recommended against including additional groups or agencies. 

“The action of the committee, in opposing further extensions at this time, 
accords with the views of some of the Federal agencies concerned with surplus 
property disposals, which held that further spreading of distributions under the 
program would create difficult administrative problems and seriously impair the 
benefits presently accruing to educational and public health activities. This 
view also accords with the recommendations of the Hoover Commission. * * *” 

This Department desires to take this opportunity to point out that it opposes 
making certain supplies capitalized under working-capital funds available for 
donation without reimbursement. Such opposition was noted in connection with 
the consideration of H. R. 3322, which was subsequently enacted as Public Law 
61 of the 84th Congress. 

Therefore the Department of the Navy, on behalf of the Department of Defense, 
does not favor the enactment of H. R. 242. 

This report has been coordinated within the Department of Defense in accord- 
ance with procedures prescribed by the Secretary of Defense. 

The Department of the Navy has been advised by the Bureau of the Budget 


that there is no objection to the submission of this report on H. R. 242 to the 
Congress. 


Sincerely yours, 
E. C. STEPHAN, 
Rear Admiral, United States Navy, 
Chief of Legislative Liaison 
(For the Secretary of the Navy). 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 


Washington, D.C. 
Hon. WILi1aM L. Dawson, 


Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Your request for comment on H. R. 2504, a bill to 
provide that Government surplus property may be donated to 4-H Clubs for the 
construction, equipment, and operation of camps and centers, has been assigned 
to this Department by the Secretary of Defense for the preparation of a report 
thereon expressing the views of the Department of Defense. 

The purpose of this bill is to amend the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act (40 U. S. C. 484) to authorize the Administrator of General Services 
to donate, without cost, to 4-H Clubs such property as is determined to be usable 
and necessary for the construction, equipment, and operation of 4-H Club camps 
and centers. The determination whether surplus property is usable and neces- 
sary for the construction, equipment, and operation of 4-H Club camps and 
centers shall be made by the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare. 


The proposal broadens the donation program to include 4-H Clubs among those « 


entitled to receive surplus property of the Federal Government without cost, 
except for cost of care and handling. 

The views of the Department of Defense are in accord with those of the Senate 
Committee on Government Operations expressed as follows in Senate Report 
2267 of the 84th Congress (report on H. R. 7227, a bill extending the donation 
program to include the Federal Civil Defense Agency) : 

“The Subcommittee on Reorganization also gave consideration to other pro- 
posals pending before the committee for extension of the donable provisions of 
the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act, as related to the disposal 
of surplus property, including soil conservation districts, welfare camps, and 
4-H Clubs, but recommended against including additional groups or agencies. 

“The action of the committee, in opposing further extensions at this time, ac- 
cords with the views of some of the Federal agencies concerned with surplus 
property disposals, which held that further spreading of distributions under the 
program would create difficult administrative problems and seriously impair the 
benefits presently accruing to educational and public health activities. This view 
also accords with the recommendations of the Hoover Commission. * * *” 

However, this Department desires to take this opportunity to point out that it 
opposes making certain supplies capitalized under working-capital funds avail- 
able for donation without reimbursement. Such opposition was noted in connec- 
tion with the consideration of H. R. 3322, which was subsequently enacted as 
Public Law 61 of the 84th Congress. 

It should be noted that the bill is technically inaccurate, since subsections 
(m) and (n) were added to section 203 of the Federal Property and Adminis- 
trative Services Act of 1949 by Public Law 61 of the 84th Congress (69 Stat. 83). 

In view of the foregoing, the Department of the Navy on behalf of the De- 
partment of Defense does not favor the enactment of H. R. 2504. 

This report has been coordinated within the Department of Defense in accord- 
ance with procedures prescribed by the Secretary of Defense. 

The Department of the Navy has been advised by the Bureau of the Budget 
that there is no objection to the submission of this report on H. R. 2504 to the 
Congress. 

Sincerely yours, 
JoHN 8S. McCarn, Jr., 
Captain, United States Navy, 
Chief of Legislative Liaison 
(For the Secretary of the Navy). 


DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 


Washington, D. C., June 27, 1958. 
Hon. Witt1AM L. Dawson, 


Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 
My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Your request for comment on H. R. 4107 and H. R. 
6316, bills to amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 
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1949 to permit the donation of surplus property to volunteer fire-fighting organi- 
zations, volunteer reserve services, squads, and first-aid crews,” has been referred 
to this Department by the Secretary of Defense for the preparation of a report 
thereon expressing the views of the Department of Defense. 

The purpose of H. R. 4107 and H. R. 6316 is to amend the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949 to include volunteer fire-fighting organi- 
zations, volunteer reserve services, squads, and first-aid crews within the class 
of agencies which are eligible to receive surplus Government property. 

While the broadening of the donation program to cover additional agencies 
may add delays and difficulties to the ultimate disposal of surplus property it will 
not impede the determination of Department of Defense excess property, nor 
the disposition of such property by the Department of Defense. It should be 
pointed out that the continued addition of eligible donees as proposed by this 
bill will open the disposal program to real possibilities of abuse and impair the 
benefits accruing to present eligible donees. 

The responsibility for making determinations as to recipients of surplus prop- 
erty and the authority to dispose of the property are placed in agencies outside 
the Department of Defense. The Department of the Navy, therefore, on behalf 
of the Department of Defense, neither favors nor opposes enactment of H. R. 
4107 and H. R. 6316. 

H. R. 4107 and H. R. 6316 appear to be technically incorrect in that the 
amendments to subsection 203 (J) (1) and (J) (2) do not take into consideration 
the amendments made to those subsections by the act of July 3, 1956 (70 Stat. 
493, ch. 513; 40 U. S. C. 484 (J) (1) and (2)). Sections 3 and 4 of the bill also 
appear to be incorrect in the reference to subsection 203 (M) and (N). 

This report has been coordiiated within the Department of Defense in accord- 
ance with procedures prescribed by the Secretary of Defense. 

The Department of the Navy has been advised by the Bureau of the Budget 
that there is no objection to the submission of this report to the Congress. 

Sincerely yours, 
R. Y. McEtroy, 
Captain, United States Navy, 
Deputy Director, Legislative Liaison 
(For the Secretary of the Navy). 


DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 


Washington, D. C., May 13, 1957. 
Hon. WILtrAM L. Dawson, 


Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Your request for comment on H. R. 5451, a bill to 
amend section 203 of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 
1949 to permit the disposal of surplus property to municipalities, has been as- 
signed to this Department by the Secretary of Defense for the preparation of 
a report, expressing the views of the Department of Defense. 

The purpose of H. R. 5451 is to permit the donation of surplus governmental 
property to municipalities. The proposal broadens the donation program to in- 
clude municipal governments among those entitled to receive surplus property 
of the Federal Government without cost, except for cost of care and handling. 

The views of the Department of Defense are in accord with those of the Sen- 
ate Committee on Government Operations expressed as follows in Senate Report 
2267 of the 84th Congress (report on H. R. 7227, a bill extending the donation 
program to include the Federal Civil Defense Agency) : 

“The Subcommittee on Reorganization also gave consideration to other pro- 
posals pending before the committee for extension of the donable provisions of 
the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act, as related to the dis- 
posal of surplus property, including soil conservation districts, welfare camps, 
and 4-H Clubs, but recommended against including additional groups or 
agencies. 

“The action of the committee, in opposing further extensions at this time, 
accords with the views of some of the Federal agencies concerned with sur- 
plus property disposals, which held that further spreading of distributions un- 
der the program would create difficult administrative problems and seriously 
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impair the benefits presently accruing to educational and public health activi- 
ties. This view also accords with the recommendations of the Hoover Com- 
mission. * * *” 

This Department desires to take this opportunity to point out that it opposes 
making certain supplies capitalized under working-capital funds available for 
donation without reimbursement. Such opposition was noted in connection with 
the consideration of H. R. 3322 which was subsequently enacted as Public 
Law 61 of the 84th Congress. 

In view of the foregoing, the Department of the Navy, on behalf of the De- 
partment of Defense does not favor the enactment of H. R. 5451. 

This report has been coordinated within the Department of Defense in accord- 
ance with procedures prescribed by the Secretary of Defense. 

The Department of the Navy has been advised by the Bureau of the Budget 
that there is no objection to the submission of this report on H. R. 5451 to the 
Congress. 

Sincerely yours, 
E. C. STEPHAN, 
Rear Admiral, United States Navy, 
Chief of Legislative Liaison 
(For the Secretary of the Navy). 


DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., June 27, 1958. 
Hon. Wrrt1am L. Dawson, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


My Deak Mr. CHAIRMAN: Your request for comment on H. R. 4107 and H. R. 
6316, bills to amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 
1949 to permit the donation of surplus property to volunteer fire-fighting organiza- 
tions, volunteer reserve services, squads, and first-aid crews, has been referred to 
this Department by the Secretary of Defense for the preparation of a report 
thereon expressing the views of the Department of Defense. 

The purpose of H. R. 4107 and H. R. 6316 is to amend the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949 to include volunteer fire-fighting organi- 
zations, volunteer reserve services, squads, and first-aid crews within the class 
of agencies which are eligible to receive surplus Government property. 

While the broadening of the donation program to cover additional agencies 
may add delays and difficulties to the ultimate disposal of surplus property it will 
not impede the determination of Department of Defense excess property, nor the 
disposition of such property by the Department of Defense. It should be pointed 
out that the continued addition of eligible donees as proposed by this bill will 
open the disposal program to real possibilities of abuse and impair the benefits 
accruing to present eligible donees. 

The responsibility for making determinations as to recipients of surplus prop- 
erty and the authority to dispose of the property are placed in agencies out- 
side the Department of Defense. The Department of the Navy, therefore, on 
behalf of the Department of Defense, neither favors nor opposes enactment of 
H. R. 4107 and H. R. 6316. 

H. R. 4107 and H. R. 6316, appear to be technically incorrect in that the 
amendments to subsection 203 (J) (1) and (J) (2) do not take into considera- 
tion the amendments made to those subsections by the act of July 3, 1956 (70 
Stat. 498, ch. 513; 40 U. S. C. 484 (J) (1) and (2)). Sections 3 and 4 of the 
bill also appear to be incorrect in the reference to subsection 203 (M) and (N). 

This report has been coordinated within the Department of Defense in accord- 
ance with procedures prescribed by the Secretary of Defense. 

The Department of the Navy has been advised by the Bureau of the Budget 
that there is no objection to the submission of this report to the Congress. 

Sincerely yours, 
R. Y. McEtroy, 
Captain, United States Navy, 
Deputy Director, Legislative Liaison 
(For the Secretary of the Navy). 
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DEPARTMENT ON THE Navy, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 


Washington, D. C., September 25, 1957. 
Hon. Witi1aM L. Dawson, 


Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. CHarrMAN: Your request for comment on the bill (H. R. 6537) 
to authorize the disposition of certain obsolete and excess property to the United 
States Volunteer Life Saving Corps, has been assigned to this Department by the 
Secretary of Defense for preparation of a report thereon expressing the views 
of the Department of Defense. 

H. R. 6537 has as its purpose the transfer from the several components of the 
Armed Forces to the United States Volunteer Life Saving Corps of material 
that is variously described as “obsolete or excess,” obsolete material not needed 
for naval purposes,” material that may be spared” and “other material as may 
not be needed.” 

The United States Volunteer Life Saving Corps is, according to information 
available, a nonprofit organization that has been in existence since 1870. Its 
primary function is to render assistance to disabled craft upon call. 

The procedure established by the bill for the transfer of property by the Secre- 
taries of the Departments and by the Commandant of the Coast Guard lacks 
uniformity, although there is no apparent reason to differentiate between the 
various services in this respect. There is, moreover, no indication as to the 
reason for authorizing action on the departmental level in the case of the Army, 
Navy, and Air Force and for authorizing action on the command level in the case 
of the Coast Guard. Lack of uniformity in these elements would render the 
act very cumbersome to administer. 

As noted, the bill defines to material to which it applies in various terms. The 
disposal of Government property is a highly technical subject which has neces- 
sitated the adoption and use of certain statutory terms of art. In the bill such 
words of art as “excess” are used with less technical phrases as “other material 
that may be spared.” This choice of language could lend to ambiguous con- 
struction of the terms of the bill. 

The Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (40 U. S. C., 
sec. 486) provides standard procedures for the disposal of Government property. 
It is suggested that if the purpose of H. R. 6537 were to be implemented, it 
should be done under, or in consonance with, the general statutory provisions on 
the subject of property disposal. 

In view of the foregoing, and without expressing any opinion on the merits of 
the bill, the Department of the Navy, on behalf of the Department of Defense, 
recommends that it not be enacted in its present form. 

This report has been coordinated within the Department of Defense in accord- 
ance with procedures prescribed by the Secretary of Defense. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report on H. R. 6537 to the Congress. 

Sincerely yours, 
BE. C. STEPHAN, 
Rear Admiral, United States Navy, 
Chief of Legislative Liaison 
(For the Secretary of the Navy). 


DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 


Washington, D.C. 
Hon. WiiiiAM L. Dawson, 


Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 
My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Your request for comment on H. R. 9522, a bill to 
amend the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 to author- 


ize the disposal of surplus property to certain welfare agencies, has been referred 
to this Department by the Secretary of Defense for the preparation of a report 
expressing the views of the Department of Defense. 

The purpose of H. R. 9522 is to amend the Federal Property and Administra- 


tive Services Act of 1949 to include welfare or recreation agencies which meet 
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certain criteria within the class of agencies which are eligible to receive surplus 
Government property. The criteria at least one of which the agencies must meet 
are (1) such agency is licensed by a State standard-setting agency; (2) such 
agency receives funds through a State or local community fund or similar feder- 
ated fund-raising body; or (3) such agency is affiliated with or is part of, a 
national standard-setting organization. 

While the broadening of the donation program to cover additional agencies 
may add delays and difficulties to the ultimate disposal of surplus property it 
will not impede the determination of Department of Defense excess property nor 
the disposition of such property by the Department of Defense. It should be 
pointed out that the continued addition of eligible donees as proposed by this bill 
will open the disposal program to real possibilities of abuse and impair the 
benefits accruing to present eligible donees. 

The responsibility for making determinations as to recipients of surplus prop- 
erty and the authority to dispose of the property are placed in agencies outside 
the Department of Defense. The Department of the Navy, therefore, on behalf of 
the Department of Defense, neither favors nor opposes enactment of H. R. 9522. 

The Department of the Navy has been advised by the Bureau of the Budget 
that there is no objection to the submission of this report on H. R. 9522 to the 
Congress. 

Sincerely yours, 
KE. C. STEPHAN, 
Rear Admiral, United States Navy, 
Chief of Legislative Liaison 
(For the Secretary of the Navy). 


DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D.C., July 1, 1958. 
Hon. Wiiti1AM L. Dawson, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Your request for comment on the bills, H. R. 10010 and 
H. R. 10118, 85th Congress, to amend the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949 to authorize the disposal of certain surplus property to 
public health agencies of a State, its political subdivisions and instrumentalities 
has been referred to this Department by the Secretary of Defense for the prepara- 
tion of a report thereon expressing the views of the Department of Defense. 

The purpose of the bills is twofold. Primarily, they are designed to inc'ude 
public health agencies of any State or of a State political subdivision or instru- 
mentality in the group of recipients of donations of surplus property under 
paragraph 3 of subsection 203 (j) of the act. At present, this group is composed 
of tax-supported and other nonprofit medical institutions, hospitals, schools, 
and the like, of the various States. Secondarily, they are designed to define 
the term “public health” so that it will include sanitation activities generally, 
aud to define the term “public health agencies of any State or of any political 
subdivision or instrumentality thereof” so that it will include malaria, mosquito 
and insect control districts, and sanitary and drainage districts. 

The responsibilities for making determinations as to recipients of surplus 
property under paragraph 3 of subsection 203 (j) of the act and the authority 
to provide for the donation of surplus property to such recipients are placed in 
agencies outside the Department of Defense. The Department of the Navy, 
therefore, on behalf of the Department of Defense, defers to the views of those 
other agencies. In this connection, it is noted that the Senate Government 
Operations Committee in its report on H. R. 7227, 84th Congress (S. Rept. 2267, 
84th Cong.) recommended against further extension of the classes of donees 
beyond those civil-defense organizations provided for in H. R. 7227. 

This report has been coordinated within the Department of Defense in accord- 
ance with the procedures prescribed by the Secretary of Defense. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
Joun S. McCarn, Jr., 
Captain, United States Navy, 
Chief of Legislative Liaison 
(For the Secretary of the Navy.) 
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ExHisit 9—ReEpPLY FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 


UNITED STATES TREASURY DEPARTMENT, 
Washington, D. C., September 23, 1957. 
Hon WIiiLi1aM L. Dawson, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations. 


My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to the request of your committee 
for the views of the Treasury Department on H. R. 6537, “To authorize the dis- 
position of certain obsolete and excess property to the United States Volunteer 
Life Saving Corps.” 

The purpose of the bill is to authorize the Secretaries of the Army and Navy 
to sell obsolete or excess material to the United States Volunteer Life Saving 
Corps. The bill would also authorize the Secretary of the Navy and the Com- 
mandant of the Coast Guard to sell or give such material to the corps. 

The United States Volunteer Life Saving Corps is a nonprofit group with the 
mission of rendering assistance to disabled craft and responding to all general 
alls for help. The corps has been in existence since 1870. 

Section 641 (a) of title 14, United States Code, provides: 

“The Commandant subject to applicable regulations under the Federal Prop- 
erty and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended, may dispose of, with 
or without charge, to the sea-scout service of the Boy Scouts of America, to any 
incorporated unit of the Coast Guard Auxiliary, and to any public body or pri- 
vate organization not organized for profit having an interest therein for histori- 
cal or other special reasons, such obsolete or other material as may not be needed 
for the Coast Guard.” 

It is the view of the Treasury Department that the subsection quoted author- 
izes the Commandant, United States Coast Guard, to transfer obsolete or excess 
material, with or without charge, to the United States Volunteer Life Saving 
Corps. It follows that the comparable provision in H. R. 6537 is unnecessary. 
Therefore, the Treasury Department opposes the enactment of the provision 
designated (4) in H. R. 6537. 

The Department has no comment on the merits of the other provisions of the 
bill. 

The Department has been advised by the Bureau of the Budget that there is no 
objection to the submission of this report to your committee. 

Very truly yours, 
Davin W. KENDALL, 
Acting Secretary of the Treasury. 
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